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ABSTRACT 
Family Satisfaction in Air Force Families as a Function 
of FamOy Strengths. Resources and Coping Following Relocation 
by 
Mary Glyer Olsen, Doctor of Philosophy 
Utah State lAiiversity, 1988 
Major Professors: Dr. Etwin Nielsen and Dr. D. Kim Openshaw 
Department Psychology 
The purpose of this study was to investigate to what extent the level of coping skills, 
internal resources, social support, perception and pile-up of life events affect Air Force 
families'adjustments after relocation. The major objectives were threefold: (a) to assess 
«4iich of the husbands' and wives' strengths and resources contributed to the family's 
adjustmentto the stress assodatedwithpermanentchange of station moves, (b) to explore 
whether wives' levels of coping are aitical to family adjustment jand (c) to determine if the 
types and/or levels of coping used are significantly different at two points in time after die 
move. A secondary objective was an exploration through factor arialyses of the coristruct 
vaHdiQr for this population of four of the measures used: FACES, Quality of Life, Ways 
of Coping Cheddist and Social Support Inventory. 
Results showed that for the husbands and wives pile-up of life events had a significant 
inverse relationship to mean QuaUty of Life with IXsplacement/Demal, FACES and 
Perception also correlated for the wives. For both husbands and wives, the FACES 
discrepancy score wassignificantly correlated with the discrepancy Quality of Life score 
with pile-up and Re&aming also correlated for the wives. Controlling for the 
influence of the moderator variables, pile-up of life events was significantly correlated with 
mean (JuaHty of Life for the husbands while pile-up and Social Support were correlated for 
the wives. The wives had pHe-up, Reframing. Discrepancy FACES and Self-focused 
Coping which showed a significant correlation with discrepancy (Quality of Life. 
Vftvcs showed a greater use of several types of coping including Positive Focus, Social 
Support, Displacement/Denial and Reframing v^ile the husbands showed a greater use of 
coworkers for sodai support and Problem-focused Coping. A higher usage of special 
groups for saial support was the only difference found between the individuals who had 
moved atdifrerentpoints in time. In addition, the results provided further enqiirical 
support for the Double ABCX Family Stress Model. Suggestions were made for 
interventions to help to alleviate the stress of moving for the military family. 
(171 pages) 
STRUCTURED INTERVIEW 
1. How long ago did you move here? 
2. How much advance notice did you have before the move? 
3. Where did you come from? How long were you stationed there? 
4. How did you feel about leaving your last base? 
5. Have you lived in this area before? 
6. How did you feel about coming to Hill Air Force Base? At present, how 
do you feel about being here at Hill Air Force Base? 
7. What do you like about HAFB? What do you dislike about it? 
8. What sorts of problems did you encounter because of this move? 
9. What coping behaviors worked best in responding to these problems? 
10. WhatcopingbehaviorsdidnotwoilcweUand^y? 
11. Which member of the family adjusted best to the move? Worst? 
12. WhatwastiiemosthelpftdoveraQinadjustingtothemove? 
13. How did dus move conqiare to prior moves? 
14. What has the Aff Force done to help with the move? 
15. What more could the Air Force do to make moves less stressful? 
16. What coping behaviors would you recommend to other Air Force 
families prior to, during and after a move? 
17. What are the four most important stressors of Air Force life? 
18. Families are continually struggling to achieve a sense of balance and 
fit with the Air Force and its lifestyle. We call this adaptation. Do 
you feel that you have adBpted to the Air Force lifest)4e? Why? 
19. What have you done to help you to adapt? 
20. What has the Air Force done to he^ you to adapt? 
21. What can the Air Force do as a community to help with adaptation? 
22. Do you have any further information which would be useful or helpful 
in regard to tills study? 
23. Do you have any questions about this stucty? 
24. What are your feelings about this study? 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The Problem 
With the advent of the all-volunteer military, the Air Force has become very 
concerned with maintainingahigh-quality force. Declining retention rates in I978and 
1979 increased this concern and sparked studies to determine the cause for members 
choosing to leave the military. Increasingly, the services have focused on the relationship 
between family attitudes and satisfaction and their effect on retention. Jerry L. Calhoun, 
acting assistant secretary of Defense for Force Managementand Personnel, suimnarized 
his belief in the importance of this relationship succinctiy when he stated, Tamilies are 
paramount to the retention of our armed forces' (p. 36). He later added, 'Family harmony 
is a very big part of the miltaiy's morale and quality of life, but also a part of mission 
readiness' (Young, 1985. p. 36). Senator Edward J. Kermedy, likewise recently stated, 
The readiness and morale of our troops is critically dependent on the well-being of their 
family members, an issue which deserves as much attention as any of the more traditional 
components of military preparedness' (Craver. 1985a. p. 4). 
A U.S. Department of the Air Force publication in 1981 cited two reasons why the 
Air Force has recognized and focused on the importance of families in maintaining a skiUed 
force: (a) During the 1970s the Air Force changed from a largely unmarried force to a 
force which now predominantly consists of members with families; and (b) Air Force 
studies showed a high correlation between the family's attitude toward the Air Force and 
the career dedsion of the Air Force member. In light of these two factors, in July of 1980. 
the Air Force created an office of Air Force Family Matters (AFFAM). Its primary goal 
was to enhance Air Force mission readiness by dealing with fanuly issues >i^ch impact on 
Footnote: The Air Force Times, which serves as the source of official Air Force 
information, has been ruled as a source of data on Air Force statistics and policy since this 
information is not otherwise readily available to the general public. 
retention and productiviQr of Air Force members (U.S. Department of the Air Force, 
1981). 
Permanent Change of Station Moves 
One factor which has been found to affect military families is the necessity to move 
to new locations every few years. At an Air Force Conference on Families in 1980. one 
of the pinpointed areas of family concern was frequent Permanent Change of Station 
moves (hereafter designated as PCS moves). A PCS move is any transfer to a new 
location in which personal property is transported to the new location which is now-
considered to be the A. F. member's permanent duty station as opposed to a temporary 
duty station (TDY). A TDY. in contrast, is any temporary assignment, usually away from 
home base, which can last up to six months. If the assignment is away from home base, 
the member maintains his permanent home and is given per diem living expenses. 
APCSmovecanimpaa a family in many different ways. A number of current 
Air Force Times and other newspaper articles (Ginovsky. 1987.1984; Janowitz. 1981; 
Mace&Ginovslgr, 1981;'Make Clareer Appeal'. 1981; Maze, 1984; Monisseue, 1985; 
Philpott, 1984;-Tice; Improve theCJuality*. 1981; Weinraub. 1980;Woelfel&Savell. 
1977) have discussed the stressors and problems associated with PCS moves. The Air 
Force has taken measures to make improvements in the problem areas. While 
acknowledging the improvements, a number ofsources feel that they are either inadequate 
or not receiving the focus and funding they need (Armstrong, l981;Budahn, 1986; 
Craver, 1985 a, b;'Fanuly Support Centezs, 1986; Dalton, 1988a; Caramone. 1986; 
Ginovsky. 1986, 1987; Hunter, 1977; Long. 1986; Middleton, 1981; TCS Moves.' 
I981;Phflpott. 1981). 
A number of studies have examined the effects of moving or relocation. These 
studies have shown that tremendous strain is placed upon a famil/s financial, emotional 
and social resources (Fried, 1977; Gaylord, 1979; Levin, Groves & Lurie, 1980; Levine, 
1976; Long, 1986; Marsh, 1976; McKain, 1976: PedersenA Sullivan. 1964; Philpott. 
1981. 1984:SttJbbenfield. 1955; Tiger. 1974). The effect of this strain was dramatically 
brought to national attention in 1984 when 13 year-old Danny Holley committed suicide so 
that his parents would have "one less mouth to feed/ His family had recently moved to a 
base in California and, with no available base housing and with local high rents, had been 
forced into poverty. 
Several of the above studies assert that the burden of the adjustment process falls 
upon the wife/mother and that her role in the family adjustment process is crucial. McKain 
(1976) suggested that the wife's alienation resulting from geographical mobility results in 
poorfamily adjustment to the move. Levin. Groves and Lurie (1980)andTiger(1974) 
both emphasized that the wife, in comparison to the husband, faces an increased sense of 
loss and difficulty in adjustment because the husband is usuaUy in a familiar work 
environment, possibly witii people he has met before. Two factors v^^ch many of tiie 
wives surveyed felt had negative impact on their families were reduced employment 
opportunities and the reduction in income caused by PCS moves. Pedei^ en and Sullivan 
(1964) found that a poor attitude in the mother was linked to an increase in emotional 
disturbance in children. AndGnally, the keynote speaker at the 1981 U.S.O. International 
Conference on Military Family Life, asserted that the mother of the family seems to be the 
key to how the family reacts to moving. I f she treats change as an adventure and a chance 
for new experiences, the rest of the family is less likely to suffer severe stress* ("Move Can 
Create.' 1981, p. 15). 
Another factor adding to the stress of the woman's role is what Belle (1982) called 
the 'support gap.' or the difference between the amount of social support given to others 
and the amount received. She asserts that this problem occurs because women 'have a 
moral sense which emphasizes caring for others' and goes on to add that'this sense of 
coimection and responsibility for others' (p. 497) results in their willingness to provide 
social support for family members. Thus, in family crisis the woman is a prime source of 
support for family members, yet may have insufficient support for herself. 
A recent survey done on Air Force personnel determined thai 'spouses make up 25 
percent of the variance in the decision to reenlisf (Garamone, 1986. p. 6). In this 
survey, two factors which many of the wives felt had negative impact on their families 
were reduced employment opportunities and the reduction in income caused by PCS 
moves. These results support the viewpoint of Woelfel and Savell (1977). Thus, the Air 
Force is beginning to recognize the impact that PCS moves have on Air Force families and 
the important role that spouses play in retention. 
Double ABCX Family Crisis Model 
Stressors such as relocation can impact families in many ways. Hamilton McCubbin 
and his associates developed the Double ABCX Family Crisis Model (see Figure 1) to help 
explain the variables which influence a family's reaction to stressful events such as 
relocation, chronic illness or catastrophic events (McCubbin & Patterson, 1981). Based on 
Reuben Hill's ABCX Family Crisis frameworic (Hill, 1958) the Double ABCX model 
asserts that the level of adaptation reached by each family varies as a function of a number 
of variables including coping, social support family strengths and resources and number 
of stressors affecting the family. These variables will be defined and discussed in detail in 
the literaturereview. 
ixtSTmc % NIW 
IXISTINC t NIW 
II500RCU 
POST-CRISIS 
MfluosfTami 
PRE-CRISIS 
t ime 
Figure 1. The Double ABCX Family Crisis Model (fiom McCubbin & Patterson, 1982). 
Coping is regarded as a key element in the famil/s vulnerabilty to stress. Studies 
focusing on the coping process have produced results which emphasize the need to 
consider individual variables along with system variables in the development of family-
stress theory (Boss, McCubbin & Lester, 1979; McCubbin, Dahl. Lester & Benson. 1976; 
McCubbin & Lester. 1977). BothMenaghan(1983)andMcCubbinetal.(1980)5tn^ 
that research investigating conflict among individual coping styles or ways in Miiich 
individual coping styles may affect family-level measures remain important unanswered 
questions for further research. Low correlations between many husband and wife 
responses have indicated that basing family scores on just one member's responses would 
not truly represent a family consensus (Olson, McCubbin, Barnes. Larsen. Muxen & 
Wilson. 1983). 
In sum, in the past decade, there has been a tremendous surge in research in the areas 
of coping, family adjustment and family-stress theory. These studies have dealt with many 
types of stressors and many of the variables included in McCubbin's model. However, 
there have been problems with much of this research. 1) Most was done on small samples 
cataclysmic events as stressors (e. .g., tornado victims) or deOned and studied stress in the 
context of long tenn events such as war-induced separation or spinal cord injury (Barbarin, 
Hughes & Chesler, 1985; McCubbin et ai., 1976b; McCubbin, Hunter & Metres, 1974; 
McCubbin. Nevin, Cauble. Comeau. & Patterson. 1982; Nevin. McCubbin, Comeau. 
Patterson. Cauble.&Schoonmaker, 1981); 3) Many past research studies used measures 
and concepts unique to thatstudy(Menaghan, 1983). Menaghan contends that if there is 
no comparability among such studies, the generalizability of individual discoveries remains 
uncertain: 4) Most studies used a three variable research design in examining stressor 
event, family response to the stressor and outcome of that response as opposed to focusing 
on more of the multiple variables which may impact on the family's adjustment to stress 
(Folkman. 1979; McCubbin et al., 1980; McCubbm & Patterson, 1981). 
Objectives 
The basic problem to be investigated in this study is: to what extent do Air Force 
husbands' and wives' levels of coping skills, internal resources, sodal support perception 
and pile-up of life events affect faimly adjustment after relocation? The major objectives of 
the smdy are (a) to assess which Air Force wives' and husbands' strettgths and resources 
contributed to the family's adjustment to stress associated with PCS moves, (b) to explore 
whether wives' levels of coping are critical to family adjustment and (c) to assess if the 
Qrpes and/or levels of coping are significandy different at two points in thne after the 
move. 
For the purposes of this study, the enqnrical model (based on the Double ABCX 
model) used will be (Figure 2): 
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Figure 2. The Empirical Model for Hiis Study (Adapted from The Double ABCX Family 
Crisis Model, McCubbb & Patteison, 1982). 
To address some of the problems with past research efforts which are mentioned 
above, this research will have the following features. First, i t win deal with a normative 
stressor rather than a catastrophic stressor (McCubbin & Figley, 1983). PCS moves are 
stressors which are universal to military families and thus would be considered normative. 
Second, it will use measures and concepts common to other stress studies. Several of the 
instruments used (FACES U, FILE, Quali^ of Life) have been used in many of the studies 
conducted by David Olson, Hamilton McCubhm and their associates inchiding one nation-
wide study done on 1140 couples. The concepts shown in Figure 2 have been discussed 
and developed in these same studies. Third, it will focus on multiple variables vMch may 
impact on die family's adjustment to stress. Whereas many of die previous studies have 
used a diree variable research design, die present study will examine the stressor event, 
the effects of pile-up of stressor events, family resouroes, coping, social support, 
perception on family response and outcome of the response. Fourth, it will consider 
individual as well as family-level measures. Both coping, perception and social support 
will be measured individually for the husbands and wives in this study. Familyievel 
variables to be utilized are family resources, family satisfaction and pile-up of life events. 
And finally, it will investigate the effects at different points in time. Two separate groups 
will be examined, those who moved less than six months prior to the study and those vs^ o 
moved more than six months before to determine if there are significantly different 
responses at the two points of time after the move. 
Hypotheses 
Based on the objectives and theoretical frameworic of this study, the following 
hypotheses are being investigated. 
1. There is no significant relationship between family satisfaction and family 
adaptabiliQr and cohesion, social support, level of coping skills, perception and pile-up of 
life events. 
2. There is no significant relationship between family satisfaction and family 
adaptability and cohesion, social support, perception, level of coping skills and pile-up 
after controlling for the influence of the following variables: number of previous moves, 
yearsmarried, education, rank, numberofchildren, ages of children, attitude toward the 
Air Force, attitude toward the move to new base, number of months since the move, wife's 
employment, and number of years in the service. 
3. There is no significant difference between the scores of husbands and wives on 
coping, social support and family satisfaction. 
4. There is no significant difference between coping skills and leveb of family 
satisfaction at the different points in time after the move. 
CHAPTER n 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
This review of literature includes seven sections. First, the fleld of stress is 
examined with an introduction to stress in general and to family stress theoiy in particular. 
Second, the stressors facing miUtaiy families are discussed. Third, the literature on 
relocation is reviewed to establish that relocation (moving) can be considered a serious 
family stressor and to re^ dew some of the effects that relocation has been found to have on 
families. Fourth, Reuben Hill's AfiCX Family Crisis Model, which provided a model for 
many of the research studies in the field of family stress, is introduced. Fifth, the 
research done in the area of coping is elaborated on since itis regarded as a key element in 
the family's vulnerabillQr to stress and since coping studies have suggested ways to 
improve family behavior in response to stress rather than emphasizing the dysfunctional 
aspects of family crisis. Sixth, the Double ABCX Family Stress Model is examined since 
it was utilized as a theoretical framework for this study. And finally, the implications 
drawn from the literature review are summarized. 
Introduction to Stress 
In the past few decades, diere has been a tremendous increase in interest and research 
onstress. Hans Sdye defined stress as tfie'nonspecific or common result of any demand 
upon Oie body* (Ooldbefger & Breznitz. 19g2,p. 15). Whereas Selye's original concept 
was a physiological application, stress is now considered to be an important concept in the 
understanding of physiological, psychological and social problems. Stressors are 
considered to be external events or conditions that affect (can produce stress in) die 
organism (Goldberger & Breznitz, 1982). Thus, stressors include such wide-ranging 
conditions as sensory deprivation, occupational problems, or life transitional paints such as 
adolescence. And die effects of stress can include a variety of problems ranging from 
psychiatric or physical disorders to organizational or relational problems. 
10 
One area of stress research which has expanded rapidly in the past Oftera years is the 
area of family-^ess research. Family-systems theory has influenced the work in this area. 
One basic concept central to f amilysystems dieory is that a system includes a number of 
parts ^ c h are organized so that a change in one or more parts is usuaUy aoxnnpanied by a 
change in the other parts of the system (Lederer & Jackson, 1968). As such, an event or 
condition which affects any one member of the family is likely to affect the family system. 
And because the famify is a complex s^tem of interpersonal relationships, it is subject to 
many stressors. 
The stressors which affect the famify system may be normative or catastrophic. 
Normative stressors are those changes or transitions which are expected and predictable, 
which most families will experience over the life cycle, and which require adjustment and 
adaptation (McCubbin & FIgley, 1983). They include such things as childhood accidents 
and illnesses, deaths and births of extended family members, school transitions, adolescent 
rebellious behaviorandlaunchingyoungadults(McCubbin&Patterson, 1982). 
Catastrophic stress, on the other hand, is d ^ e d as sudden and extreme threat to survival 
^ c h is assodated with a sense of helplessness, disruption, destruction, and loss 
(McCubbin&FIgl^, 1983). Events ^ lAiidi might induce catastrophic stress in a family 
include such things as rape, war, death of a spouse and natural disasters. 
Problems Fflrmg Militery FAit^lieq 
Ihe life of a military family inchides a number of inherent stressors. Onewhichthis 
study win focus on is die Permanent Change of Station (PCS) move, which is any transfer 
to a new location m whidi personal pn>pei1y is transported to the new location and 
nowconsideredtobetheA.F. member'spermanentdutystation. Other stressors common 
to military families are long and/orirregular work hours, temporary or long-term 
separations due to ten^x>rary duties or remote assignments, and foreign assigzmients for 
the family (U.S. I>epartment of the Air Force, 1981). Temporary duty is the name given 
11 
to any temporary assignment usually away from home base, which can last up to six 
months. If the assignment is away from home base, the member maintains his permanent 
home and is given per diem living expenses. Remote assigrunents are assignments in 
which the Air Force member is sent to an overseas or remote base without his family for at 
least six months. These stressors, coupled with normative stressore, make the military 
family especially prone to stress (Hunter. l977;McCubbin. Dahl&Hunter. 1976; 
McCubbin & Marsden, 1978). 
A recent book. The Military Family' Hynamics andTreatment. (Kaslow & 
Ridenour, 1984) is devoted entirely to a discussion of problems and treatment issues for 
military families. The book jacket includes a paragraph which summarizes the stressors 
and their effects very well: 
The military family is Really confronted by frequent separations, relocations, 
reunions, and. all too often, physical danger. Equally stressful, if less glamorous, 
are the rigors of daily life in a highly regimented socieQr in which the needs and 
natural tendencies of the family must ahvays be tempered by the exigencies of the 
larger 'family* of which it is a part At first blush, the problems besetting service 
famities might seem significantly different from those confronting dviliaxis. On 
closer scrutiny, however, numerous analogies emerge: doctors, like soldiers are 
often suddenly called away from the family on a 'mission' of life or death: and 
academics and corporate executives are often forced to relocate owing to the vagaries 
of the markeQ>lace. What distinguishes military life, then, is not so much the nature 
of the challenges it poses, but the number; few civilian families face so many in 
aggregate. 
Moving is a way of life for families in the military. An average of one of every five 
military families move peryear('MoveCan Create,' 1981). Thus, the average active duty 
person who has been in the senace 14 years or more has made eight PCS moves CY our 
Move,' 1984). Becaiiseof this, moving in military families is both a frequent and common 
stressor. 
Relocation 
In their review of the literature on corporate families and relocation. Richards. 
£)onohue and GuUotta (1985) point out that there have been too few studies done in the area 
of relocation to substantiate a theory of geographic mobility. Research has been done 
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separately in the areas of organizational behavior and in psychology and sociology, but 
Uiere have been few attempts to integrate the findings. Some of tiie problems with tiie 
research which has been done is that much of it has been either descriptive, anecdotal 
or surveys which are conducted from a retrospective viewpcrint Retrospective studies, 
because they are based on before-and-after recall can include errors of memory, distortion, 
and rationalization. In addition, there have been few studies utilizing comparison groups 
and these have been limited by a lack of controls. As Richards. IDonohue and Gulotta 
point out, 'WeD-designed, structured research is needed for the developmentof a reliable 
theory of employee relocation and the consequences of corporate mobility on individuals 
and family systems' (p. 71). 
In spite of the lack of well-designed research, the studies which have been done have 
consistentiy suggested that relocation (moving) affects families in many ways. For many 
families, eachmovecanbe afinandalstrain. In addition to financial stressors, other 
problems which have been assodated witii frequent moves include increases in alcohol 
consumption, increase in marital problems such as extramarital relationships, staying away 
fiom the family and/or consideration of divorce, hypertension, rate of heart attacks, 
depression among women, somatization, rate of duodenal ulcers, and delinquency rate in 
boys ( Donohue & GuUotta, 1981; (juUotta & Donohue, 1981,1983; Richards, et 
al., 1985;'Your Move.' 1984). Stein (1984) beUevestiiat relocation can precipitate a 
crisis in individuals or families because of unresolved issues of separation-individuation. 
Jones (1973) found that the stress of relocation (as described by feelings of 
loneliness, depression, tearful moments, irritability, insomnia, anxie^ and apathy) 
continued to build in the weeks following relocation. The continuing effect of relocation as 
proposed by Shizki's (1979) hypothesis is that a move is not a single event, but rather 
severaleventsorstages: preparation, migration, overcompensation, and decompensation. 
The preparation stage was seen as tiie anxiousness, euphoria, and fear which families 
experience prior to a move. The second stage, migration or the actual move, can often 
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cause a family to feel disoriented. Sluzki asserts that following the move, the family will 
protectively close ranks and functionmoreeffectively than usual, the overcompensation 
stage. And finally, the family may have problems weeks or months after the move 
(decompensation), depending on how well they cope, on w ^ t meaning they have given to 
the move and the support provided by the commimity. 
One study isacontrasttothepreponderanceof retrospectivestudies inthisareais a 
recent study done by Steinglass, De-Nour and Shye (1985). Steinglass et al. examined the 
relationships among individual coping styles. social network characteristics and parameters 
of psychosocial adjustment manifested by community residents immediately prior to a 
relocation. This relocationwasalsosomewhatdifferentinthatit involvedanentire 
community of families which were forced to relocate due to die Israeli withdrawal from the 
Sinai peninsula. Steinglass et al. foimd that coping style was die single best predictor of 
lower levels of demoralization in subjects with active coping and self-image being the two 
dimensions of capmg (as measured by the Shanan Sentence Con^letion Technique) which 
were statistically relevant In addition, diey found that kinshipnetwork size was the most 
powerftd predictor of sodal adjustment (as measured by the Sodal Adjustment Scale-Self 
Report). I f diese researchers are able to obtain follow-up data, they will be in a position to 
determine i f the short-term distress ejq)erienced by their subjects is a valid predictor of long-
term psychopathology and al<io may be able to identify specific coping styles whidi can 
enhance adjustment or which can place people at high risk to develop serious 
psychopathobgy following a major forced relocation. 
As mentioned above, relocation can cause fmancial strain in families. One of the 
fya^ CTff that moving induCf^  tftrmTirinl ctnp-t< m fh^ tnil i taty family is that payable 
allGwances and benefits do not cover the full cost of moving (Marsh, 1976). ArecentA. 
P. Times article stated. Tor every $3 an Air Force individual pays on PCS moves, only $1 
is reimbursed by the govemmenf (Ginovsky, 1987, p. 6). Ginovslgr stated that ahnost 
60 percent of Air Force members have to borrow or withdraw &om savings to meet their 
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PCS expenses. Philpott (1984) indicates tfiat out-of-pocket expenses for PCS moves have 
increased 40% in the last few years, thus forcing both enlisted men and officers to pay 
several thousand dollars per move over what the militaiy provides. 
The frequentrelocationsthatmilitary families experience interrupt dose ties with 
grandparents, relatives and friends who might otherwise help to provide stability and 
emotional support This is especially true for military families who move to overseas 
locations and v/ho may. in addition. e;q>erience 'culture shock', the stress created when 
one is uprooted from one culture and transplanted into another with a different culture, 
language, life-style and loss of familiar ties and surroundings. 
GuUotta and Donohue( 1983) described three areas of difficulties for children after 
relocation: 1) The loss of friends and the lack of emotional preparation can produce 
feelings of abandonment, helplessness and isolation. 2) Children who do not express their 
griefdirectlymayintemalizeitandexperiencefeelingsofdepressionorwithdrawal. 3) 
Other children may act out their feelings resulting in behavioral or school problems. Not all 
researchers, however, have found thatmoving affects children negatively. Barrett and 
Noble (1973) in their study of 159 families, including 318 children between the ages of 3 
and 18, who had experienced longdistance moves, suggested that anxiety aboutnegative 
effects of moving on the emotional adjustment of children was largely unfounded. 
However, they did add that children 11 or older might have more difficulty making new 
friends than would younger ddldren and that children do become somewhat more di5turt>ed 
just after their move, altfiough the degree of disturbance did not differ from the general 
population and the effect dissipated rather quickly. Their study was limited by the fact that 
their population studied included only those who were in a middleto upper income bracket 
Although it has been demonstrated that moving may affect the entire family, many 
researchers agree that thewife/notherseemstoexperienceagreateramountof stressor 
emotional impact Ammons. Nelson and Wodarski (1982) found that after relocation 
wives experienced the 'negative' emotions of boredom, loss, depression and loneliness to 
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a more significantdegree than the husbands. Buderetal. found tiiatrecentresidential 
mobility experiences affected the mental health of females more that of males (Butier, 
McAllister & Kaiser, 1973; McAllister, Butler & Kaiser. 1973). Several studies have 
examined die effects of relocation on wives and suggest several possible explanations for 
the greater amount of experienced stress. Fried (1977) compared the reaction of 
individuals who were relocated to that of the grief reaction. This reaction was explored by 
Levin et al. (1980) who worked with support groups for women w^o had recentiy moved. 
Although they were executives* wives, their reactions are similar to v/hai military wives 
experience. The wives in Levin's study expressed sadness and grieving for ^ ^ t they left 
behind, loneliness, vulnerability, a feeling of helplessness, and a loss of identity and self-
esteem. Thcyreportedthattheynolongerhadtheircustomarysourcesofrecognition. 
They experienced anger toward the spouse's job or their new commimity, culture shock, an 
increased dependency on the spouse for meeting needs, and frustration with managing in 
the new environment 
Tiger (1974) suggested that rek)cated wives are deprived of the fundamental human 
requirements of social continuity and personal stability. In moving, the husband is usually 
in a familiar wodcenvinmmentt possibly with people he has met before. In contrast, the 
wife often has to reconstruct a new life and personal community for herself and her 
children. To illustrate this lack of social continuity, Tiger quotes from a letter written by 
one wife who had moved frequently, 'Only my husband knows and cares about my past 
andmyfuture.'(p. 139). Henotedthatanimportantrescardirulethatanthropologists 
bear in mind when studying a commuiuty is.'The most important thing to know is \ ^ 
they take for granted,'(p. 182). Hunter and Nice (1978) point out in the dedication to their 
book, militarydependents are 'expectedto adaptto the constantof change.' 
As shown above, the military wife is subject not only to the Gnandal, emotional and 
social strains associated with PCS moves, but experiences a lack of social continuity to a 
greater degree than that experienced by her husband. Add to this the increased demand for 
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social support by family members discussed by Belle ( 1982), and it can be seen that these 
women are likely to experience a high degree of stress. 
Although the wife/mother may be more subjecttoincreasedstress from themove, 
several studies ( Donohue & GuUotta, 1981; Jones, 1973; Lehr & Hendrickson, 1968) 
have shown that the mother's role is very important in making a successful move. GuUotta 
and Donohue (1983) state that what the move means to each family member and to the 
family as a whole will detennine the family's reaction to i t They believe that as the usual 
principal caretaker, it is the mother who interprets the meaning of the move to the children. 
Thus, they see her satisfaction with the move as being vital to its success. In Jones' (1973) 
study, 78% of the women sampled expressed the conviction that 'tiie wife is the ki^r 
person in establishing the home and maktag the move successfid' (p. 212). Jones found 
tiiatforthe wives, invohrementin the decision-making process and visiting tiie new 
community before the relocation increased thechances of satisfaction with themove. 
C a^rruthers and Finder (1983) also found that prior familiarity helped to influence both 
employee and spousal satisfaction with a relocation. They also found that for the wife, 
spousal employmentwasanimportantpredictoroflocationsatisfaction. Studies by both 
Casey (1980) and Brettand Werbel (1980) substantiated theconclusion that the happiness 
of the wife in her new community was related to tiie degree of her involvement in the 
decision to move and the planning of the move. 
In spite of the lack of a viable theory of geogr^hical mobility. Gulotta and Donohue 
(1983) have utilized the infonnation gained from past studies in an effort to facilitate 
corporations to ease the stress tfiat most families feel foUowing relocation. They encourage 
corporations to consider the following four factors; 1) They encourage corporations to 
employ relocation officers to assist families at an stages of the moving process. 2) They 
encourage companies to offer a site visit to the family or at least to the spouse since studies 
have shown that a visit makes acceptance more likely and aids in the relocation process 
after the move. 3) They advise that corporations hold educations seminars for employees 
and spouses to discuss problems and choices and teach problem-solving techniques. 4) 
They encou rage corporations to use a publication that they have compiled called "Plain Talk 
About Moving". This consists of a series of six newsletters vAdch provide information at 
the time when it is needed by families over the course of the move from the time the move 
is announced to several weeks after the move. 
Family Stress Theory 
One recent study by Lavee and McCubbin (1985) examined Army families adaptation 
to relocation in West Germany. They used the Double ABCX model of family stress as a 
theoretical guide in their study. The Double ABCX model of family stress uses Reuben 
Hill's (1958. 1965) Family Crisis Model as its foundation as, indeed. Hill's model has 
served as a foundation for much of the research produced in the area of family stress. 
HiU's model is as follows (p. 143): 
A (the stressor event) -- interacting with B (the family's crisis-meeting resources) --
interacting with C (the definition the family makes of the event) - produce X (the 
amoimt of crisis). 
McCubbin and Patterson (1982) define the variables in the above model as follows: 
1. Stressor (Factor A>: A life event produces change in tile family system. 
Both positive and negative events can produce change and thus be considered stressors. 
2. 7Ti^ famSiys crisis-meetinp resources rFactor BY. These arc tfie key factore 
which affect a family's adjustment to stressors and include: (a) family members' personal 
resources, (b) tiie family system's internal resources, (c) social support and (d) coping. 
Because tiiese are key factors, each will be elaborated on later. 
3. The definition the family makes of die event (Factor O : The famil/s subjective 
perception of tiie str^sor and its effects and how they affect them. It is influenced by 
family values and by previous experiences in dealing with stressors. 
4. Crisis (Factor X^: A continuous variable which reflects the amount of 
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disTuptiveness or disorganization in the family system. 
Additional definitions which are important to the family crisis model include die 
following: 
5. Familv vulnerability: The family's ability to prevent the event of change from 
causing a crisis and which is influenced by Factors A. B. and C taken together (Burr, 
1973). 
6. Stress: The state v^ch arises from an actual or perceived demand-capability 
imbalance in the family's functioning and which is characterized by a non-specific demand 
for adaptive behavior (McCubbin & Patterson. 1982). 
7. Djsgess: Stress becomes distress when it is subjectively perceived as 
unpleasant by die family (McCubbin & Patterson, 1982). 
Hill's B factor, the family's crisis*meeting resources, has generated considerable 
r«earch in the last decade (Hansen & Johnson, 1979). Itis considered to be a key factor 
because it describes the family's ability to prevent an event of change in the family social 
system from creating some crisis or disniptiveness in the system (Burr. 1973. 1979). 
One of the family's crisis-meeting resources is what McCubbin and Patterson (1981) 
term the family members' personal resources. This term refers to a broad range of 
individual characteristics v^ch are potentially available in times of need. Four basic 
characteri5ticsdiscussedbyMcCubbinandPatterson(1981)include: (a) fmandal 
(economic well-being); (b) education (they see as contributing to cognitive ability that 
facilitates realistic stress perception and problem-solving skills; (c) health; and (d) 
psychological resources (personality characteristics). Pearlin and Schooler (1978) 
examined the area of psychological resources and identified three important resources; (a) 
self esteem - the positiveness of one's attitude toward oneself; (b) mastery the extent to 
which one perceives control over one's life changes in contrast to being fatalistic; and (c) 
self-denigration - - the extent to which one holds negative attitudes towards oneself. 
A second area of family crisis-meeting resources is the family system's internal 
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resources. Fainity cohesion and family adaptability are two important interrialresoiirces. 
Family cohesion is defined as the emotional bonding that family members have toward one 
another and die degree of individual autonomy they experience (Olson & McCubbin, 
1982). The following are some of the variables used to measure family cohesion: 
emotional bonding, independence, boundaries, coalitions, time, space, friends, decision-
making and interests and reaeation. OlsonandMcCubbindefinedfamilyadaptabilityas 
the ability of a family system to change its power structure, role relationships, and 
relationshtprulesinresponsetosituationalanddevelopmentalstress. Adaptability 
represents the family's capacity to meet obstades and shift courses as a family. 
Olson, McCubbin, Barnes. Larsen, Muxen and Wilson (1983) include family 
strengths and marital strezigths as further internal resources in the famifysystra Family 
strengths include the two dimensions of pride and accord. Marital strengths, in contrast, 
includes twelve categories including: idealisticdistortion, marital satisfaction, personality 
issues, communication, conflict resolution, financial management, Idsure activities, sexual 
relationship, children and marriage, family and friends, equalitarian roles, and r e ^ ^ 
orientation. 
A third family oisis-meeting resource is described as social support, resources which 
are external to the family system such as neighbors, extended family members, Cciends. and 
community agemies. These resotirces can benefitthe family through eniotional support, 
esteem support, network support, or by lending some form of assistance when Ae family 
is in need (Cobb, 1976,1982; Holahan & Moos, 1985; Lee. 1979). Cobb, Cassel (1976) 
andLaGreca( 1985) hypothesizedthatsupportfromothersmayberelatedtohow 
effectively individuals cope with stress and tliat the lack of strong sodal ties can greatly 
amplify the unhealthy effects of tension. 
Interest in the positive effects of social support has caused research in this area to 
mushroom in recent years. Two early contributors to the literature in the area were 
Caplan (1974) and Cassel (1976). Caplan conceptualized social support as interactions 
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with others that bring aboutgieateraccommodaticm with theenvi^^ an 
epidemiologist, incorporated psychosocial factors, including social support, into a 
reformulation of the theory about the nature and cause of disease. Cassel argued that a 
variety of social factors are influential in determining susceptibiUty to dise He believed 
that social disorganization can increase generalized susceptibility to disease and that social 
supports can serve as protective factors to buffer individuals against stress. 
Because of the implications of ^ e above hypotheses for health care, research in the 
areaof social support since 1970 has been extensive. In their review of the literature to 
date, Schradle and Dougher (1985) conclude that, on the whole, studies have supported the 
hypothesis that a variety of physical and mental disorders occur more frequently among 
iadividuals lacking in social support and that sodal support appears to be an important 
environmental factor influencing an individual's susceptibility to boA physical and mental 
disorder. Cohen and Wills (1985) point out, however, that the process through wfdch 
social support contributes positively to well-being is unclear. They state that, though diere 
is evidence of a positive correlation between social support and well-being, there are two 
very differentmodelsof explanation. One, termed the buffering model, proposes that 
sodal support is related to weU-being primarily for persons under stress and ^ t th^ 
support then 'buffers' or protects individuals from the potentially harmful influence of 
stressful events. Hiealtemativemodelpioposesthatsocialresourceshaveabeneficial 
effect regardless of whether persons are under stress or not Since this model is derived 
from a statististical demonstration of support with no Stress X Support interaction, this 
model is termed the main-effect model. Intheirreviewof the literature, Cohen and Wills 
found evidence for both models. They state that evidence for a buffering effect is found 
u^en the social support measure assesses the perceived availability of interpersonal 
resources that are responsive to the needs elicited by stressful events. Evidence for a main-
effect model is found when the support measure assesses a person's degree of integration 
in a large social network. Wethmgton and Kessler (1986) found that perceived support is 
21 
more important than actual received support in predicting adjustment to stressful life events. 
Sarason. Sarason and Shearin (1986) suggest that social support might be 
conceptualized as an individual difference variable as well as an environmental provision 
(which assumes that the amount of social support that an individual has depends on what 
the social environment provides). As evidence for social support as an individual 
difference variable, they found that self-reports of availability and satisfaction with social 
support are stable over long periods of time and across situations and that people who are 
low in sodal support are relatively deOdent in social skills as judged both by themselves 
and others. 
Several investigators have also noted gender differences in regard to social support 
(Cohen & Wills. 1985; Hays&Oxley, 1986; Sarason etal.. 1986). Hays and Oxley found 
that females interactedmore &equendy with networkmembersand exchanged more 
infonnational and emotional support than did tfie males m dieir study. In addition, the men 
reported significantly more cross-sex individuals in their netwoilcs than did the women. 
Cohen and WiOs dte two studies finding buffering effects of confidante support for women 
but not for men whereas men but not women showed buffering effects from acquaintance, 
friendship and reassurance of worth. Sarason, Sarason and Shearin found that women 
were rated higher in areas of Consideration and Attractiveness and seen as more effective in 
social interaction Oian were the men. 
There have been many difficulties with the research done in the area of social support 
One major problem mentioned by Schradle and Dougher (1985) and Cohen and Wills 
(1985) is that there have been a wide variety of methods and instruments used to assess 
socialsupportandfewofthesehavebeenusedrepeatedlyorconsistently. Theresultis 
that the concept has been operationalized in a number of different ways and it is difficult to 
draw meaningful comparisons across studies. Although the evidence for a relationship 
between social support and mental and physical health is strong and consistent, the basic 
methodological weakness of correlational design has been used repeatedly. The possible 
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causal role of sodalsuppon cannot be detenninedwithomexperm In 
addition, much of the research does not take into account individual differences in stress 
reactions and coping strategies. Schradle and Oougher suggest thatresearch in this area 
could benefit by utilizing the Lazarus (1966) model of stress and coping, which focuses 
on how individuals differ in their reactions to situations because of individual differences in 
coping strategies. T h ^ believe that this model would provide a &amewoik to study social 
supportwithinalargertheoreticalcontextofcopingwithstress. In addition, Htde research 
has been done to assess both positive and negative consequences of support 
Coping 
Coping, the last of the family's crisis-meeting resources, has been defined in a 
number of ways. Coping was defined by Boss, McCubbin and Lester (1979) as 
'strategies for dealing with stress.' Menaghan(1983,p. 114) defined coping as'spedfic 
actions (covert or overt) taken in spedfic situations v^Mch are intended to reduce a given 
problem or stress/ The definition of coping advanced by Peartin and Schooler (1978) is 
'any response to external life strains that serves to prevent, avoid or control emotional 
distress'(p. 3). For this study, copmg will be defined as behavioral responses meant to 
reduce a given problem or the stress associated widi it as well as behaviors aimed at altering 
the perception of stress and the emotional distress associated with life problems (e.g. 
reframing.denial). 
In the family stress model, coping is a bridging concept whidi has both cognitive and 
behavioral components in which resources, perception, and behavioral responses interact 
as families attempt to successfully adapt to the disruptiveness caused in the family 
functioning (McCubbin, Sussman & Patterson. 1983). Because coping plays such a 
central part in family adjustment and because coping studies generally suggest ways to 
improve family behavior in response to stress, coping will be further elaborated on here. 
Pearlin and Schooler (1978,1982) in their landmark study on the structure of coping 
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surveyed 2300 people in the Chicago area regarding how they usually coped with general 
sources of stress from persistent life strains. Pearlin and Schooler concluded that coping 
serves three protective functions: (a) to eliminate or modify conditions giving rise to 
problems; (b) to perceptually control the meaning of experience in a manner that neutralizes 
its problematic character; and (c) to keep the emotional consequences of behavior within 
reasonable grounds. 
Folkman and Lazarus (1980) suggested that Pearlin and Schooler's study was limited 
because respondents were asked how they usually coped with general sources of stress 
and not how they actuallycoped injc^iQc situations. In contrast, Folkman and Lazarus, 
with their Ways of Coping Checklist plus interviews, sampled individuals an average of 13 
times over a year's time and asked respondents what coping responses they used in 
response to specific stressful situations that respondents identiQed. As this study was 
conducted on only 100 community-residing men and women between the ages of 45 to 64. 
however, it was limited in both sample size and age range. 
The Folkman and Lazarus study (1980) is based on a cognitive- phenomenological 
theory of psychological stress (Lazarus, 1966) which asserts that appraisal and coping are 
important in mediating stress. Appraisal has emerged as a critical factor in many of the 
coping smdies (Billings 8c Moos. 1984; Dohrenwend & Dohrenwend, 1981; Fleming, 
Baum <& Singer, 1984; Folkman, 1984; Folkman & Lazarus. 1985; Folkman & Lazarus. 
1986; Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen. 1986;Folkman. Lazarus. 
Gruen & DeLongis. 1986; Haan, 1977; Lavee & McCubbin, 1985; Lazarus, DeLongis. 
Folkman & Gruen, 1985; McCubbin, 1979; McCubbin, Cauble, & Patterson. 1982: 
Monat & Lazarus, 1977; Panzarine. 1985;Stensrud&Sten5rud, l983;Vitaliano.Russo. 
Carr, MaitUD& Becker, 1985). Lazarus proposed that appraisal has two levels: (a) 
primary appraisal which is the cognitive process through which an event is evaluated with 
respect to what is at stake; and (b) secondary appraisal, which evaluates what coping 
resources and options are available. This is similar to Hill's Factor C, the definition the 
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family makes of the event. The results of the Folkman and Lazarus study offered support 
for Lazarus' view that appraisal is a critical element in the coping process; how an event 
was appraised and its context turned out to be the most potent situational factors in 
accounting for coping variability. Thus, they found that situations in vMch it was felt that 
something constructive could be done or in which more information was needed generated 
higher levels of problem-focused coping, whereas situations which were felt must be 
accepted (e.g. illness) generated higher levels of emotion-focused coping. Other studies 
have supported the belief that appraisal is a critical element in the coping process (Folkman 
& Lazarus. 1985, 1986; Folkman. etal.. 1986a; Uvee & McCubbin, 1985; McCrae, 1984; 
Vitaliano.etal.. 1985). Indeed. Folkman, Lazarus. Gruen and DeLongis( 1986) found 
that the more subjects felt they had at stake and the more they coped the poorer their health 
was, while the more mastery they felt, the better their health was. It must be noted, 
however, that although the relationships described here were significant statistically, none 
of the correlations exceeded .26 and, correspondingly, they did not account for significant 
portions of variance in somatic health status. 
Two recent studies (Dohrenwend, Dohrenwend, Dodson & Shrout. 1984; 
Dohrenwend & Shrout, 1985) assert that including perception or appraisal as one factor in 
stress studies increases the problem of confounding between measures of stress and 
outcome, that is the chance that the same process is being measured in the independent and 
dependcntvariables. In addition, they question whetherthe individual's appraisal or 
perceptions andresultantcopingwithlifeevents are determined by the objective 
characteristics of the event or by personal dispositions or by some complex interaction of 
the two. 
The questions which Dohrenwend and his associates pose illustrate the very complex 
nature of coping. The r^ults of many of the recent studies done on the nature of coping 
continue to find that coping is not a unidimensional behavior but rather one thatfunctions at 
a multidimensional level. For example, Folkman and Lazarus (1980) found that both 
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problem-focused coping and emotion-focused coping were used in 98% of the stressful 
encounters studied (over 1300 separate encounters). The study population was 
characterizedbyvariabilityratherthanconsistencyinitspatternsofcopmg. Pearlinand 
Schooler (1978) also found that individuals used a varied of ways of coping and 
concluded thatthenumberandvarietyofresponsesmdividualsused mightbemore 
important in protection from emotional stress than any single coping element In another 
study, Folkman and Lazarus (1985) again found that individuals cope m complex ways 
using a variety of problem-focused and emotional-focused ways of coping and also 
ejq)erienoed seemingly contradictory states of mind and emotions at any given phase 
(e.g.threatand challenge). Theyalsofoundthattimeof measurementwasacriticalfactor 
incoping. In studyixig students'emotions and coping methods at three points of time &tmi 
before an examination to after grades were received, they found changes in emotion, 
copiiigandsodalsupportasthesmcfyproceededthroughthedireestages. Becauseofthe 
changes over time, t h ^ assert that coping must be a dynamic, unfolding process. 
The complexity of the construct and die use of a variety of different methods to assess 
coping has resulted in conflicting results. Oneoftheareasthatthisconflicthasoccurred 
has been in the area of gender differences ffl types of coping used. Several investigators 
(Folkman & Lazarus, 1980;Marotz-Baden&Cohrin, 1986; Osipow&Doty, 1985; 
Zappert&Weinstein, 1985) foundBttleevidenceofgenderdifferences in types of coping 
used. However.rnanyotherinvestigators have fouxid that males andfeiiialesdifferin types 
of coping used. Pearlinand Schooler (1978) found that males made greater use of coping 
mechanisms. Burke and Weir (1979) noted that husbands were likely to use problem 
solvmg and talking with others as coping responses whereas then* wives were more likely 
to use stress-reducing emotional responses. Astor-Dubin and Hammen (1984) found that 
women utilized both behavioral and cognitive types of strategies ^ ^ e men employed 
mostly cognitive strategies. Billings and Moos (1984) found that women used more 
emotional-discharge coping responses. In a study of medical students, VitaUano, Russo, 
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Can, Maiuro and Becker (1985) found diat females had higher coping scores m all areas. 
A few studies have been done exclusively on women's coping patterns. In a study 
focusing on corporate wives' coping patterns, Boss, McCubbin and Lester (1979) found 
that the wives coped with stress in three major ways: (a) by flttmg into the corporate 
lifestyle, (b) by developing the self, and (c) by establishing independence. Although their 
sample size was small (100), their study offered empirical support for a premise more 
traditionally accepted by family therapists dian by family sociologists: that is, that 
individual psychological variables need to be considered along with system variables in the 
development of family stress theory. In another study involving only women, Miller, 
Surtees, Kreitman, Ingham and Sashidharan(1985)foiindiiot only that tiie initial sample 
of 576 women differed in their use of 11 coping strategies, but that by using 5 types of 
malad^tive coping strategies, they could disoiminate between those who were weU and 
those who were psychiatrically ill at first interview. Patterson and McCubbin (1984) found 
that nondistressed Navy wives used a balanced coping strategy which reflected an above-
average use of coping patterns. 
There have beenotherstudiesdonewhichhave attempted to find coping strategies 
which were either adaptive or maladaptive. As stated, Miller et al. above found that the use 
of 5 maladaptive coping strategies (being angry widi oneself, being angry with others, 
rumination, use of alcohol and use of tobacco) were used to a greater degree by those who 
were psychiatrically ill at first interview and by those who, in a follow-up analysis, became 
iU within the subsequent year even after taking life stress into account They found no 
coping reactions w^iich appeared to afford protection against illness m 
Another study in ^ c h the relationship between coping styles and somatic and 
psychological outcomes was examined was done by FoDcman, Lazarus, Gruen and 
DeLongis(1986). They found that planful problem sohong was negatively associated 
with psychological synQ)toms whereas con&xmtive coping was positively assodated with 
psychological symptoms as measured by the Hopkins Symptom Checklist A study by 
Billings and Moos (1984) supported these findings as they foimd that problem-solving and 
emotion-focused coping (similar to positive focus) were associated with less severe 
emotional and somatic dysfunction emotional discharge (similar to confrontive 
coping and avoidance) were associated with greater dysfunction. This supported an earlier 
study, Mitchell, Cronkite and Moos (1983) in which depressed patients reported using 
more emotional discharge coping and less problem-solving coping than control subjects 
did. Similariy, Folkman and Lazanis( 1986) found that co^^>ared with subjects low in 
depressive symptoms^ those high in symptoms used more confrontive coping, self-control 
and esc^-avoidance and accepted more responsibility as ways of coping. Likewise, 
Vitaliano, Russo, Carr, Maiuro and Becker (1985), using the Ways of Coping Checklist 
(WCQ, found that depression was positively related to their Wishful Thinking Scale and 
negatively related to their Problem-Focused Scale. In another study using die WCC, 
Vingerhoets and Flohr (1984) found that those subjects rated as being TVpe A Behavior 
Patterns (TABP meaning those at higher risk for cardiovascular or somatic disease) were 
positively associated widi their Problem-focused and Self-blame coping scales, but 
negatively associated witii their Acceptance Scale. 
The above studies do lend support to the Lazarus and Folkman (1984) contention that 
there are diree ways in whidi coping can adversely affect an individual's health status. 
They believe that coping can influence the frequency, intensity, duration and patterning of 
neurodiemicalresponses. Inaddition.theysuggestthatcopingcanaffecthealtiinegatively 
vifhisn it bivolves avoidance through excessive use of alcohol, drugs and tobacco or when 
high risk activities are sought out Lastly, they believe that some forms of coping such as 
denialcannegativelyaffeahealthby impeding adaptive behavior. 
One further approach to the study of the effects of coping was done by Mitchell, 
Cronkite and Moos (1983) ^ o . in addition to studying the effects of both problem-solving 
and emotional discharge coping, also looked at the ratio of problem-solving coping divided 
by the sum of the amount of problem-solving and emotional-discharge coping. They felt 
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that since emotion-focused coping has been both positively and negatively associated with 
well-being, that individuals using higher proportions of problem-solving coping would be 
more likely to have fewer depressive symptoms. As they predicted, the subjects higher in 
depressive symptoms displayed a significantly lower proportion of problem-focused 
coping than did their spouses or control subjects. The diff icult with their approach was 
that their emotional discharge scale contained a variety of types of emotional-focused items, 
some ^ c h have been associated with increased symptoms and some which have been 
associated with decreased symptoms in past studies. Therefore, the effects of the two types 
of emotional coping would tend to negate each other or would make interpretation of the 
results difficult 
As can be seen from the above material, coping is a very complex constnict^ch has 
been found to be multidimensional with changes occurring over time and across contexts. 
There are many variables which can affect the coping process including appraisal, stressor 
characteristics, environmental resources and personal characteristics. Many of the problems 
with research in the area of coping stems from the constructs complexity: some studies 
have failed to assess coping firtmi a multidimensional perspective, others treat coping as a 
personality trait rather than a process neglecting to look at changes over lime, some have 
special or unusual situations as stressors, others avarietyof types of stressors. There 
have been a number of different mstruinents used to measure the construa arid thi^ 
limited die generalizabxEty of the studies. Even in the studies in ^ ^ch one process 
measure, the Ways of Copizig Checklist, have been used, scales were developed foreach 
study ^ c h makes the results difficult to compare. In addition, most of the studies have 
had correlational and/or cross-sectional designs. And finally, there have been criticisms of 
the types of statistical analyses used to colore the moderating as well as the maineffects 
of coping on the effects of stress and strain (Fmney, Mitchell, Cronktte & Moos, 1984; 
Stone. 1985)withdisagreementastoappropriateintetpretation of effects. 
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The Double ABCX Family Stress Model 
Studies investigating the or i^a l ABCX model focused on such pre-crisis variables 
as coping, family resources and social support to account for differences in family 
vulnerability to a stressor eventand to account for whether, and to wiiat degree, the 
outcomes becomes a crisis for the family. As research accumulated (McCubbin & 
Patterson, 1982), it became evident that family behavior in response to a crisis is both 
complex and djmamic. thereby suggesting that the original conceptualization was too 
simplistic. Instead, family outcomes following a stressor and the resulting level of crisis 
are the by-product of multiple factors in interaction with each other (McCubbin & 
Patterson. 1982). Thus. McCubbin and Patterson have proposed a Double ABCX Model 
(see Figure 1) which uses Hill's original ABCX Model and adds the following post-ciisis 
variables: 
1. Pile-up (Factor aAV The accumulated Ufe stressors and strains affecting a 
family. McCubbin and Patterson (1981) list five types of stressors contributing to pile-up: 
(a) the initial stressor event; (b) chronic strains on the family which result from persistent 
hardships resulting from the initial stressors; (c) normative family life changes and events 
which occur concomitantly, butseemingly independenUy of the initial stressor; (d) 
stressors resulting from coping behaviors used to cope with the crisis situation (e.g. 
drinking as an escape); and (e) ambiguity (e.g. boundary ambiguity or social ambiguity). 
2. Resources ( Factor bBV As in the original B factor, these are the key factors 
which affect a family's adjustment to stressors (personal resources, internal resoinxes. 
social support & coping), but are perceived to be of two different types; (a) ejdsting 
resources whidi are already available to the family; and (b) new resources developed in 
response to the new or additional demands resulting from the pQe-up. 
3. Family Perception (Factor cO: The family's perception of the most significant 
stressor event and the family's perception of its total 'crisis situation' whidi includes pile-
up, old and new resources, and estimates of what needs to be done to bring the family into 
balance. McCubbin and Patterson (1982) assert that this perception is oriented towards 
redefining the crisis situation and plays a useful role in facilitating family coping and 
adaptation. 
4. Coping In conorast to the pre-ciisis stage, coping in the post-crisis stage of the 
Double ABCX model. seen as a bridging concept linking resources and perception with 
the famil/s behavioral responses to the pile-up. 
5. Family Adaptation (Factor xX):This is the outcome of family efforts to achieve a 
new level of balance in family functioning which was upset by a family crisis. A balance 
must be reached between individual members and the family system, and between the 
family system and the communis in order for the family to reach optimal level of 
adaptation. Family adaptation is viewed as a continuum ranging frombonadaptation 
(balance at both levels of functioning) to maladaptatioi^ imbalance ateither level or balance 
only by deteriorating family integrity level, individual or family unit development or loss 
of independence). McCubbin and Patterson (1982) pointout that family adaptation is a 
descriptive criterion because there have been no clearly operationalized set of measures and 
no instrument developed to measure all elements included in this concept. 
A number of studies utilizing the Double ABCX have yielded results supporting the 
model. A longitudinal study of families who had a husband/father who was either a POW 
(prisoner of war) or MIA (missing in action) provided support for the Double ABCX 
hypothesis that family outcomes following the impact of a stressor are the by-product of 
multiple factors in interaction with each other (McCubbin & Patterson, 1981). In this 
study, 216 families were followed as they adapted to the extended absence (three to six 
years) of the husband/father. The families struggled not only with the initial stressor 
separation, but the associated hardships, additional life changes, ambiguity and problems 
caused by efforts at coping. The families drew on internal and external resources, ascribed 
acceptable meaning to their situation, and directed their coping efforts atmultiple stressors 
simultaneously to maintain balance in the various dimensions of family life. 
McCubbin and Patterson (1981) conducted a test of the Double ABCX Model by 
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surveying 217 familes with a child with cerebral palsy. Questionnaires on tfie independent 
variables of family life changes (FILE) and parental coping (CHIP) were sent first, 
followed by a questioimaire on the criterion outcome variable of family functioning 
(FACES) two weeks after receiving the first. They hypothesized that, following the 
Double ABCX Model, families showing balance in family functioning would show a 
higher level of family life changes and a higher level of parental coping responses. Their 
results showed diat two subscales. Family Fmandal and Business Strains and Family 
mness Strains phis the Total Pile-up scores were significantly higher for families in ^e 
balanced gcx)up. Both mothers and fathers in the balanced group scored consistently higher 
on all three scales of the parent coping inventory (CHIP: Family Integration, Social 
Support andMedicalConsultation). 
The difficulties with the above study are partly with logic. It makes sense that the 
Balanced families with high scores on the Family Life Change Inventory would shc^ 
higher coping levels (McCubbin & Patterson, 1981), but does not follow that aU Balanced 
families would necessarily have a higher ntunber of life changes. This would imply that, in 
order to be Balanced, families musthave experienced a large number of stressful events. It 
is also confusing to have the level m family functioning as measured by FACES become 
the outcome criterion ^ e n inmanyof the Double ABCX studies it istreatedas oneof 
die family's resources (McCubbin & Patterson, 1982). 
A larger scale test of the Double ABCX Model was done by Olson et al. (1983) ^ o 
conducted a cross-secHonal study on 1140 couples and 412 adolescents. The families were 
drawn from all regions of die country,were distributed in seven stages of the life cycle and 
were neariy all Lutheran church members (husbands 92 percent; wives, 94 percent; 
adolescents, 88 percent). Strong points of this study were that husbands and wives were 
tested for all families who participated (49 % of families contacted did not participate) and 
that data on 412 adolescents was collected. Many family studies have been based on the 
results of just one family member. As Olson et al. (1983) discovered, the level of husband 
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and wife agreement was rather low, averaging .42 on the instruments measuring Marital 
Strengths and Ufe Events but dropping to a low of .20 for die total Family Coping Scale. 
Thus, to base family scores on just one member's scores would not truly represent a family 
consensus. Indeed, Olson etal. discovered an even lower agreement level between the 
adolescent children and their parents with amount of correlation ranging from .05 to .46. 
Their condusion was that 'overall, the lowcorrelations certainly underscore the point that 
individual rnembers have very discrepant perceptions aboutthe families they livein' (p. 
45). To explore this problem further, Olson and his associates looked at individual, couple 
mean, couple maximized, couple discrepancy and balanced family scores. 
One point of confusion in the Olson et al. (1983) study is their use of the term high 
and low stress families when referring to families who have experienced a high number or 
a low number of stressful life changes. As explained in the definitional section, stress and 
stressor are two distinct terms. 
In spite of the inherent difficulties in Olson et al.'s study, the data provided 
considerable support for the Double ABCX Model of Family Stress. Their results showed 
significant differences in family resources used by the high and low stressor groups. 
When using the family resources to predict the families experiendng high and low levels of 
stress, the level of predictability was high and accuracy ranged from 7 5 to 97 percent 
They found that by using family strengths and resources, they could discriminate with an 
accuracy of 93 percent those families which were high and low in satisfaction. Tliefour 
satisfaction measures all correlated between -. 33 and -.40 with family stress; that is. 
families encotmtering a high level of stressors tetided to be more dissatisfied. The 
relationships between high levels of satisfaction were not affected by the famil/s level of 
stressors. Theyspeculatedthathighuseof resoiirces by satisfied fainilies might prevent or 
reduce thenimiberofstressorsencoimtered. One interesting result encountered was that, 
tiiough the C]rcunq>lex model predicts thatsatzsfaction will be higher in the Balanced 
families, thus representing a curvilmear relationship (Olson & McCubbin. 1982), their 
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results showed a linear relationship with the highest levels of satisfaction associated with 
tiie highest adaptation and cohesion scores. Olson and his associates only superficially 
address this discrepancy (Broderick, 19S4). 
Other studies have covered one or more of the independent variables included in the 
Double ABCX Model and have provided additional support for various parts of the model 
(Boss,etal.. 1979; McCubbin.etal., 1976a, 1976b; McCubbin,etal., 1974; 01son& 
McCubbin. 1982; Pratt, 1982; and Sprenkle& Olson, 1978). As stated, however, titese 
studies were limited in that diey examined only a few of the variables in the Double ABCX 
Model and did not study the interrelationships of all or most of the variables. 
Several recent studies by McCubbin and his assodates have incorporated mostofthe 
variables inchided in the Double ABCX Model (Lavee&McCubbin. 1985; Lavee, 
McCubbin & Patterson, 1985; McCubbin & Lavee, 1985; McCubbin. Patterson & Lavee. 
1985). Allofthesestudieswerebasedondataobtainedfrommorethan 1000Army 
families who were stationed in Germany, a smdy jomtty sponsored by the Department of 
the Army and the University of Minnesota. Although it did not mclude coping, these 
studies covered all of the otfier variables in the Double ABCX Model. In addition, the 
relationships among some of the major variables were examined by using a structural 
equation modeling approach (LISREL VI program). Lavee et al. (1985) point out that this 
approach permits die analysis of causal relationsl4» with latent (unobserved) variables and 
thus permits theory testing. It also allows tiie investigator to see whether the independent 
variables have direct or indirect effects on the outcome variable. 
Results of the above stiidies offered support for the Double ABCX model as a whole. 
Results indicated that pile-up of life events negatively influenced tiie level of adaptation 
v^ch meant that family members experienced less satisfaction witii familty life style, a 
lower sense of personal well-being and greater probability of healtii, emotional and 
relational problems in the family. The negative effect of pile-up of detnands did appear to 
be buffered by family system resources and social support A sense of coherence 
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(perception) did have a positive effect on the family's level of ad^tation. Family system 
resources appeared to direcdy enhance family adaptation whilesodalsupportindirectly 
iiifluencedfainilyadaptation by decreasing relocation strains andincreasiiig coherence. 
They found that the ability for the military families to perceive the overall situation as 
coherent, that is, as one which 'makes sense' was of great value to the family in facilitating 
its adaptation. 
Olson et al. (1983) point out one of the difficulties inherent in most family stress and 
coping studies. They say that shifting &om the individual level of coping to a family level 
is complex, saying ^ t in addition to the individual's perspectives, the subjective reality of 
the family becomes an entity in its own right They stress that coordination between family 
members emerges as a critical variable. T h ^ state, 'since faznily coping is a collection of 
individual responses, it is reasonable to assume that some specific strategies may be more 
important than others, especially at given points in the life cycle and in connection to 
spedilc stressor events'(p. 140). Although they say family coping is a collection of 
individual responses, they used a scale (F-COPES) which asked questions about the 
family. For example. 'When we face problems or difficulties in our family, we respond 
by...' Thus, it is difGcult to know if the respondent is answering about himself or about 
any member of the family. Most of the family crisis studies wiiich examined coping 
included this difficulty. 
Walker (1985)«^ackno^edging that the ABCX model has been heuristic in the 
family stress area, asserts that it is inadequate because it does not attend to the multiple 
interdependent levels of the social system: individual, dyadic, familial, social network, 
community, and cultural/historical. He suggests that these levels are distinct but 
interrelated and are essential to an adequate model of family stress. Thus he believes that a 
contextual model would provide a more holistic perspective. Massey (1986)inhis 
discussion of what comprises the family system also asserts diat systems thinking, in 
ignoring personal dynamics, has also ignored a very important element of what he believes 
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a family to be. He suggests that a family is persons dynamically interdependent in 
context in that the individuals both oeate and are structured by a system. These arguments, 
in addition to Olson's fmdings of very low correlations between spouses on many of the 
instruments, underiine die complexi^ and difQculty in examining families under stress. 
Summary 
In the review of the literature, the problems facing military families because of 
frequent relocations and other stressors have been described. Hill's ABCX and 
McCubbin et al. 's Double ABCX theories which serve to explsm some of the variables 
which can influence whether a family will experience a successful adaptation to a stressor 
such as a family move have been outlined. Factors to be considered include pile-up, family 
resources such as marital and family strengths, cohesiveness, adaptability, social support 
and coping. Both coping and sodal support appear to be individual variables. 
As noted, one of the central crisis-meeting resources is coping. Based on some of the 
findings cited, it is possible that the wife's individual coping sldlls will have an important 
influence on the level of family adjustment The wife's rule is especially crucial because of 
the inherent stressors in military life induding temporary duties, remote assigimients for the 
husband, and foreign assigimients for the family. 
A review of the relevantliterature has suggested several methodological concerns 
«^ch. if not considered, could cause the study to be problematic and results less valid. 
Past studies have had small samples assessed at a single point in time, little comparability, 
and little use of multivariate assessment Few studies have hivesligated ways in which 
individual coping styles may affect fami^-level measures. Therefore, in this study, based 
on variables cited in the Double ABCX Family Stress Model, I intend to explore the 
relationship of both Air Force wives' and husbands' coping skills to their family's level of 
adjustment to the stress of moving will be e;q>lored, the instruments to be utilized will be 
those used by McCubbin & associates in their many family stress studies with the 
36 
exccpHon of the Ways of Coping Checklist which has been used by Lazarus and associates 
in studies of individual coping. Families will be assessed at two different points of time 
after the move (in a cross-secticnal. not a longitudinal design). In so doing, possible 
ways to intervene to alleviate the stress of moving for the military family will be sought 
while simultaneously seeking further empirical support for the Double ABCX Family 
Stress Model. 
CHAPTER in 
METHOD 
Sybjects 
TargetPopulation 
The target population for this study was Air Force families who have moved within 
the past year. Those included in this target population were married Air Force personnel 
both with and without children. The population sample for this study consisted of the 
militaiyfamiUes located at HiU Air Fonx Base (hereinafter referred to as HAFB) inOgden, 
Utah. This site was chosen because the author had access to debase and because of its 
proximity to Utah State University. The base is comprised of approximately 6000 military 
personnel including approximately700 of&cers. The base population is representative of 
allTactical Air Command bases and closely representative of all Military Air Command and 
Strategic Air Command bases in terms of officers, senior enlisted officers and junior 
enlisted ofGcers and airmen. Therefore, the findings can be considered generalizable to aU 
Air Force personnel stationed at stateside Air Force bases. 
Selection of Subject 
To study families who had experienced a recent relocation to HAFB, it was necessary 
toobtainthepennissionof the Air Force. Tliis was essential astfaestudy possessed the 
potential of violatmg the Privacy Act of 1974. TheChief of Personnel at HiDA.F.B. 
attempted for six months to obtain an Air Force ruling. Air Force headquarters finally 
ruled tfiat the base commander could give local permission and this per 
obtained in Octoberof 1984 (See Appendix A). However, the permission was limited to 
this one commander and, as he was retiring in November of 1984, it was necessary to 
immediately proceed with the study. Because of this tune factor, two research assistants 
were utilized to collectmostcf die data. 
The Chief of Personnel provided acomputer printout of families who had arrived at 
38 
HAFBwitimi the last 15 months. Thelistprovidedname,rank« marital status, number of 
children, date of arrival at Hill A.F.B.. phone number and address. To obtam a stratified 
random san l^e which was closely representative of the percentage of officers, senior 
enlisted men andjunior enlisted men, the names were Orst grouped according to rank and 
marital status (Table 1). 
Next, the unmarried personnel were eliminated, leaving a total married sample of 491 
subjects. Eliminating those who moved more than 12 niontfas previously left a sample of 
325 subjects. Of these subjects, ofGcers made up 24% of the sample, senior enlisted 11% 
andjuniorenlisted65%. These remaining subjects wereplaoed into three categories: 
those ^ o had arrived within (a) 1 -4 months, (b) 5-8 months and (c) 9-12 months (Table 
2). 
Table! 
HAFB Peisonnel Grouped According to Rank and Marital Status Who Were Relocated 
between S-31-83& 9-30-84 
Senior Junior 
Officers Enlisted Enlisted 
TotalMarried 116 56 319 
Moved within 12 months 70 34 221 
Movedmorethan 12months 46 22 98 
Divorced 8 2 16 
Single 32 1 219 
Widowed 0 1 0 
Total perrank 156 60 554 
Total Subjects 770 
Since the sample was becoming rather small and since gliminatmg childless couples 
would effect only die junior enlisted ranks, the dedslon was made to indude married 
personnel without children as well as those with children. This was done to reduce 
sampling error and toincrease confidence that die sample would be representative of the 
population from which it was drawn (Barg & Gall, 1979). 
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Each of the remaining subjects within the three groups was assigned a number. 
Using a random numbers table, 50 subjects were chosen from each group, 12 ofQcers, 6 
senior enlisted and 32 junior enlisted, so that the sample group was representative of the 
distribution of rank in the total sample. 
Table2 
Rank and Parental Status of Married Subjects Moving 
Wthin Past 12 Months 
1-4 months 5-8 months 9-12 months 
MarriedOfficers 
WtthChildien 36 16 18 
Without Children 0 0 0 
With Children 16 10 8 
MthoutChildren 0 0 0 
MarriedJimiorEnlisted 
With Children 55 52 92 
WithoutChadem 8 9 5 
Totals 115 78 123 
Procedures 
Each partictpantwas contacted by mailapproxifflatety one weekprior to receiving 
questionnaires. As suggested by the Chief of Personnel at Hill A.F.B., this was done by a 
letter from ^ dissertation co-chairmen on Family Life letteriiead. This letter briefly 
introduced theautfior, explainedthepurposeofthestudyandencouragedpartidpalion 
(See Appendix B). The group was split into two mailings due to the large number to be 
contacted. Packetscontainirigthequestioiuiairesaridcoverletters(SeeAppendixC)were 
mailed to the subjects homes. The cover letter again explained the purpose of the study, 
provided instructions for the participants and also explamed that participation was strict 
vohmtaryaxidthataUinformationwouldbekeptconfidentiaLIncludedwi^ theletterwas 
aconsentformandasection wherein thosewilfing to subinitto interviews and tho^ who 
desiredabriefsummaryreport couldsoindicate. Confidentiality was strictly maintained 
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by coding each set of questionnaires. Names appeared only on the cover letters which 
were separate from the questionnaires. 
For the first set of mailings, the subjects were instructed that they would be contacted 
by an assistant who would be contacting them to collect the forms and also to deliver an 
incentive bonus of $ 10.00. Since several subjects instead mailed their questionnaires 
directly to the author and since problems were encountered with the Gist assistant, the 
second mailing induded the request for subjects to mail their materials usm 
address stickers if they were willing. Th^ were then reimbursed for mailing costs at the 
same time the author sent the incentive bonus. They were also told that if tfds was 
inconvenient, they would be contacted by tfie research assistant Follow-up contacts were 
conducted for those families ^ o failed to respond to the Grst attempt to collect the forms. 
Respondents. Of the 150 couples sampled, 95 couples plus 2 additional 
individuals (theirspousesdidnotparticipate)completedthequestioniiaires,aparticipation 
rate of 64%. The 192 subjects included 96 (50%) females and 96 (50%) males. One male 
andonefemaleretumedquestionnaireswithouttheaccompanyingspouses. These 
questionnaires were used only in the factor analyses. Four of the 96 Air Force members 
werewomen. Of those responding, 26% were o^k e^rs, 14% senior enlistedand 61% 
junior enlisted (ofthis group of junior enlisted, 18% were airmen to senior airmen and 
43% sergeants to tech sergeants). 
Nonrespondents, Brief telephone interviews were conducted with 90% of the non-
respondents to determine in ^ M^mtways they differedfrom those whochoseto participate 
as this type of non-response bias can mfluence interpretation of ^ e results. Of those 54 
couples (36%) ^ o did not respond, 10 (6.7% of total sample or 19% of 
nonrespondents) had moved or could not be located by the author, and 44 (29.3% of total 
sample or 81% of nonrespondents) refused to particqwte. The following reasons were 
given by those who chose not to partidpate: 8 feltthatthe questions were too personal, 5 
of the husbands were away on temporary duty (TDY), m 5 of the couples the husband was 
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or had been on remote duty for a year and they had never actually moved, 7 said they were 
too busy and did not have time to do the questionnaires, 4 had done the questionnaires but 
had thrown them away when they were not contacted soon enough, 4 said that they had 
mailed the questionnaires, but they were never received, 4 said they were not interested in 
partidpatiriginthestudy, 3saidthattheyhadneverreceivedthequestionnaires. 3reported 
that they were separated &om their spouses, and 1 feltthatthe questionnaires did notappiy 
to them since they had just joined the service. Of those not participating, 67% were junior 
enlisted, lI%seriior enlisted and 22% officers, similar to die origxnalbreakdown by rank 
Interviews were conducted with a subsample of 5 subjects &om each group. They 
were picked randomly from those who indicated a willingness to particq>ate on the 
information sheet after grouping those volunteers by rank to insure representation of each 
rank. The interviews were conducted by an assistant who followed a structured format 
(See Appendix D) and took approximate^ one hour per subject Hie fod wereon 1) 
attitudes toward die Air Force, 2) problems, benefits and emotions associated with the 
move and 3) ways that the interviewees had found to successfully adjust to moving. 
A correlational design was used to investigate the relationship between family 
satisfaction and die other variables identified in the Doubte ABCX Famify Stress Model. 
Based on the literature, possible moderator variables induded number of previous moves, 
years married, education, rank, number of children, ages of children, attitude toward the 
Air Force, number of months since the move, wife's emptoyment and number of years in 
die service. Bodi McKain (1976) and Pedeisen and Sullivan < 1964) found that the 
mother's attitude was very important and thus another variable investigated was how the 
woman viewed movmg to Hill. 
The original intent of the study ws to contrast families at three differentlengths of 
time foUowing the move. However, due to a one mondi time lag in receiving die printout 
and to the fact that 52% of the sample of 50 moved in July, 32% in August and only 16% 
in September, only 4 questionnaires were received which indicated that they had moved 
less than 5 months previously. In addition, there was a difference in return rates between 
the three groups with 62% of the July, 69% of the August but only 38% of the group 
moving in September returning their forms. With these considerations in mind, the 
decision was made to split the san^ )le into two groups, those who had moved less than six 
months before and those who had moved more than six months before answering the 
questioimaires and to use a cross sectional design to assess the families at two rather than 
three points in time. 
Measures 
Six areas of measurement were utilized in this study, including demographic characteristics 
of the sample, adaptability and cohesion, pile-up of stressors, general satisfaction, coping 
and social support Additional instruments administered but not utilized in this study 
covered marital strengths, family strengths and family satisfaction. The questionnaires 
were assembled with the demographic sheet first and die Enrich inventory last and the rest 
assembled in random order to control for any possible effects caused by answering certain 
inventories first The following sectioris describe the instrutnents used to measure these 
variables. 
Demographic Characteristics 
A number of demographic variables were measured in this study. They included age, 
number of years married, numberof prior marriages, number of children, ages of children, 
education, rank, race, religion, number of previous moves, when tfie family moved to Hill 
A.F.F., whether they live on base or off base, attitude toward the last base, attitude toward 
coming to Hill, previous exposure to Utah, relatives or family living in Utah and wife's 
employment, both at the previous base and at Hill A.F. B. Appendix E presents the 
instrument used to obtain the demographic data. 
4.3 
AdaptabilityandCohgjon 
These independent variables were measured using the Family Adaptability and 
Cohesion Evaluation Scales (FACES II) developed by Olson. Portner and Bell, (Olson, 
McCubbin. Barnes, Larsen, Muxen & Wilson. 1982). FACES U is a 30 item scale 
containing 16 cohesion items and 14 adaptabilityitems (see Appendix F). Thereareeight 
subscales for the cohesion dimension: (a) emotional bonding, (b) family boundaries, (c) 
coalitions, (d) time, (e) space, (f) friends, (g) dedsion-making, and (h) interest and 
recreation. There are six subscales for the adaptabili^ dimension: (a) assertiveness, (b) 
leadership, (c) disdpline, (d) negotiation, (e) roles, and (f) rules. Construct validity was 
determined by ejqiert judges who assigned items to cohesion or adaptation dimensions. 
Factor analyses were done separately for the cohesion and adaptation items the these factor 
analyses produced tfie Usubscales listed above with factor loadings ranging firom.61 to 
.10. 
Reliability was within acceptable limits; Total Scale: Internal Consistency (Alpha) ° 
.90, Test-retest = .84; C>)hesion subscale : A^ha^ .87, Test-retest= .83; . 
AdaptabilitySubscale^ Alpha - ,78; Test-retest = .80, 
Although Olson now recommends administering the measure twice, once so members 
may rate how they currentty perceive their family and once for how they would like it to be, 
this study used only the satisfaction with present levels of adaptation and cohesion. 
Pae-up of Stressful Events 
This independent variable was measured using the Family Inventory of Life Events 
and Changes (FILE) developed by McCubbin, Patterson and A^Olson fm Olson, et aL, 
1982). This mstrument has 72 items w^ch are separated into 9 categories of life events: 
intra-family strains, marital status, pregnancy and childbearing strains, illness and family 
care strains, losses, transitions ' i n ' and 'ouf, andfamity legal violations (See Appendix 
G). 
McCubbin On Olson, et al., 1982) explained that factor analysis using an oblique 
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rotation was used to determine the nine underlying dimensions with factor loadings ranging 
from .88 to. 12. He indicated that one limitation of the factor analysis was the wide 
variance in the frequency of the items which affected the distribution, and. in turn, the 
factor structure. McCubbin said that some items which dropped out due to low frequency 
count (e.g.death in family) were added to the fmal scale. 
Concurrent validity was tested by correlating FILE with the Family Environment 
Scales developed by Moos (Olson, et ai., 1982). As hypothesized, a pile-up of life changes 
correlated negatively with the desirable dimensions of the family environment. Cohesion (-
.24), Independence (-. 16) and Organization (-. 14) and positively with the undesirable 
dimension of Conflict(.23). 
Predictive validity was assessed by correlating the scores on FILE with the health 
status of 100 children with cystic fibrosis (CF) . In this study, (McCubbin, McCubbin, 
Patterson, Cauble, Wilson & Warwick, 1983), a pile-up of family life changes was 
negatively correlated with a CF child's pubnonaiy functioning. 
To obtain a measure of FILE'S reliability, Cronbach's Alpha was computed on a 
sample of 2740. The overall scale reliability was. 81 with subscale scores varying from 
.73 to .30. Test-retest reliability was .80 for the total scale. Because the subscales are less 
stable, McCubbin and his associates recommend that only the total score be used. Because 
forthisstudy,orily the total score on FILE was used, a factor analysis was not dotie based 
on this study's population. 
GeneralSatisfaction 
As did Olson and his associates, this study considered family satisfaction to be a 
primary outcome variable asitrefleds the mood and happiness with the overall functioning 
of the family (Olson et al., 1983). They based their dedsion partly on the work of French, 
Rodgers and Cobb (1974) who asserted tiiat adjustment is tiie fit between an individual 
and his or her environment as he or she perceives i t The Quality of Life scale measures 
satisfaction in 11 areas: family life, friends, extended family, health, home, education. 
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leisure, religion, mass media, financial well-being, & neighboiliood and communi^ . 
Factor analysis with varimax rotation on the total scale resulted in the delineation of 
12 factors with factor loadings ranging from .91 to. 22. As reported by Olson and Barnes 
(1982), generally the factor analysis supported the initial conceptual structure of the scale 
with only a few exceptions, for example some conceptual scales merged to define a single 
factor. Internal consistency reliability (alpha) was .92 and test-retest was .65. (See 
AppendixH). 
Coping 
The Ways of Coping Checklist, developed by Folkman and Lazarus, (Folkman, 
1979) and revised by them in 1983, was used to measure coping (See Appendix I). Itisa 
66 item checklist with a 4-point Likert scale format It is designed to measure coping 
process and to elidtinformation abotit the strategies a person uses to deal with a specific 
stressful encounter. The instrument contains abroad range of cognitive and behavioral 
strategies people use to manage stressful situations. The Ways of Coping Checklist 
measures eight types of coping: Problem-focused Coping, Wishful thinking. Distancing, 
Emphasizing tiie positive. Self-blame, Tension-reduction, Self-isolation, and Seeking 
soda] support At the end of the checklist there are four questions designed to elidt 
information abouthow the situation was appraised. 
Construct validity was established through factor analysis with oblique rotation which 
yielded a 6 factor solution with factor loadings ranging fiDm .78to.47. Fiveof tiiedght 
scales were constructed empirically using factor analysis: problem-focused coping, wishful 
thinking, detachment, seeking social support and focusing on the positive. A sixtii factor 
was divided to make tiuw rationally-created scales: self-blame, tension-reduction, and 
keeping to self. 
To obtain a measure of reliability, Cronbach's Alpha was computed on a sample of 
324. Alpha scores ranged from .85 for the problem-focused coping subscale to .59 for 
the tension-reduction subscale. 
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Sodal Support 
This was measured using McCubbin's Social Support Scale as outiined in his 
proposal for an Army Family Study. (See Appendix J). The Social Supyport Scale was later 
named the Social Support Inventory (SSI) and was developed by McCubbin, Patterson. 
Rossman and Cooke in 1983 (Grochowski & McCubbin, 1987). It Usted 11 sources of 
social support spouse or partner, children, other relatives, close friends, co-woikers. 
community or neighborhood groups, church or synagogue, professional or service 
provider, special organized groups, and television, radio or newspapers and spiritual 
beliefs. The five questions reflected the five aspects of social support: emotional, esteem, 
network, appraisal and altruistic supports. The instrument used in this study varied alttde 
in the wording and had the added source of social support category of Air Force 
Command. The inventory used for this study differed from the SSI m diat it had a yes or 
no format while the SSI also discriminates between amount of support received by 
including two choices for the yes category, 'yes' and 'yes, a lof. 
The construct validity of the SSI was assessed and supported by a systematic 
literature review, 22 ethnographic interviews and completion of die inventory by the 22 
subjects participating in the interviews. A modification of the SSI was made by 
Grochowski and MoCubbin (1987) to assess the sodal supports relative to entry level 
college freshman. This mstrument, named the Young Adults Sodal Support Inventory 
(YA-SSI) determined construct validity through factor analysis. The factor analysis with a 
varimaxrotationresuhedindieformationof llfactor5(subscales). These 11 factors had 
factorloadingswhichranged£rom.91 to.27withameanof .70. The scales had alpha 
reliabilities of .95 to .78. The factor structure supported the original conceptualizations. 
TheSSItest.retestreliabilitywasreportedat.81. The YA-SSI had two measures of 
rel]abiUty;overaUinternalreliabiUty(Cnmbach'sAlpha)was.89andtest-retestreU^ 
was .90. 
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The results from each questionnaire were coded and punched onto 3.S inch 
microfloppy disks on a Macintosh Personal Computer. The data were then transferred to 
the Cyber computer at the University of Washington Academic Computer Center. From 
there the files were transferred to the Seattle V.A. Hospital Medical Center. For all but the 
two largest factor analyses, the descriptive andinferential statistics were calculatedat the 
Seattle V.A. Medical Center utilizing an IBM-PC and die Statistical Padcage for the Social 
Sciences (3PSS-PQ. The two largestfactor analyses were done on the C^ yber computer at 
the University of Washington. 
The data were checked to rule outmissing data and invalid questionnaires. The 
method recommended by the tesf s developers was placing 3's for missing numbers but 
this was dedded against becaijse 3 was not a neutral score for the tests in question and also 
this method gave lower average scores to the childless couples. Instead, for those tests 
missing data (especially problematic were the childless couples). scores were prorated 
based on the available data. 
Thedatawere analyzedinitiallytoprovidedescriptivedemographicdata. Thethree 
groups of A.F. personnel by rank were described separately as were the spouses of these 
members. 
The items on the Ways of Coping Checklist, FACES n. Social Support and Quality 
of Life questionnaires were factor analyzed to provide scales having construct validity for 
this population. In the event diat die initial factor analysis, using a piindpalcompoiients 
analysiswithvarimaxrotation, produced too many factors to interpret meaningftilly 
(this was done by using the default option in SPSS-X whichlstheKl methodinwhidi 
components with eigenvahies greater than 1.0 are retained), the Scree Test (Cattell, 1966) 
wasused. IntheSaeeTest,theeigen values are plotted, a straight line is Etted through 
the pointatwhichabreakpoint occurs, and those falling above the line are retained. 
Zwick and Velicer (1986) found the Scree Test to be more accurate and less variable than 
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theKi method. 
After creating factor scales for these measures, discrepancy and mean scores were 
figured on the FACES 11 and Quality of Life questionnaires. Individual scores were used 
on the Ways of Coping and Social Support questionnaires. The instrument measuring pile-
up, FILE, was used only witii a total score as suggested by its autiiors. Perception (Factor 
c) was measured by a combination of questions addressing the following variables: number 
of previous moves, attitude toward move, time knowing about move, previous ej^xsure to 
area, number of social contacts known, attitude toward A.F., appraisal of what coping 
measures could be used to help with the move. 
Before data analysis began, the author examined the data to decide whether to use 
parametricornonparametricmethodsforstatisticalanaiysis. Traditionally.parametric 
methods are chosen if data meet the assumptions of interval or ratio data, homogeneity of 
variance, normal distribution of scores, random selection of subjects, and random 
assigmnent to treatment conditions (Hinkle, Wiersma. & Jurs, 1979). Recent investigations 
by social science researchers into the relative effects of violation of the above assumptions^  
have prompted many experts toadvocate using parametric statisticseven when the 
assumptions cannot be fully met (Boneau, 1972). They have stressed tiiat valuable 
infonnationcanbelo6t\^ endi5tribution-&eemethodsareusedforanaly5i5. They 
conclude that parametric statistical methods can be safely employed when the following 
conditions are met (a) the number of observations in each cell is greater than 15. (b) the 
distributions of the various comparison groups are similar, even though they may be 
skewed, and (c) the number of observations in each cell is equal. The above factors were 
considered aswasthedistributionandshapeofdataforeachofthemeasures. Inaddition, 
the homogeneity of variance between the male and female subjects was checked. As these 
factors were all satisfactory, itwas decided to proceed with parametric statistics. 
Hypothesis Tests 
The statistical technique of multiple regression was chosen to test both Hypotheses 1 
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and 2 for a number of reasons. Many different variables are believed to affect the family 
outcome following a stressor and thus it was necessary to utilize several independent 
variables. It is also important to consider how to combine all of these pieces of information 
into a single best prediction of outcome. As Harris (1975) points out 'It is widely known 
that the predictors having the highest correlations with the criterion variable when 
considered singly mightcontribute very litfle totiiatcombination of the predictor variables 
which correlates most highly with the criterion' (p. 5). A series of univariate significance 
tests might be used, however, as the number of individual tests increases, the probabili^ of 
having at least one of the tests produce a significant result through nothing but diance 
variation increasesrapidlyasthenumberoftestsincreases. Evidence on multivariate 
techniques so far suggests a similar degree of robustness (insensitivity to any but gross 
departures from normality and homogendty assumptions) as the common univariate tests. 
Harris suggests using the technique of Multiple Regression Analysis in situations involving 
one outcome variable and 2 or more predictor variables. 
Hypotiiesisl was tested by using stepwise multq)le regression witii C^ality of Life as 
the dependent variable and FACEC. Sodal Support, Coping. FILE and Perception as 
independentvariables. Hypothesis 2 was tested by using multiple regression using 
forwardvariable selectionofthe aboveindependent variables after controiliugfor die 
variance accounted for by age, sex, education, mmiber of children, age of children, number 
of previous moves, rank, number of years married, attitude toward leaving prior base, 
attitude toward coming to Hill AFB, number of years in the service, and wife's 
employment This was done following die example of Everitt and Dunn (1983) in their 
construction of a multq)le regression model when the independent variables are a mixture of 
quantitativemeasurementsandquafitativefactorsusiiigdtherbackwardelimiiLationor 
forward selection. 
Hvpotiieses three and four were tested through analysis of variance using a Sex by 
Tmie of Move (2 X 2) factorial design. This was done separately for each of die main 
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measures.; namely, FACES, Quality of Life, Ways of Coping Oiecklist (each factor 
considered separately, and Social Support (both total and each of die separate factors was 
considered). 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
The results of this study are presented in six major divisions namely: (a) demographic 
characteristics; (b) factor analyses; (c) the test of hypothesis 1 with separate results 
presented for husbands and wives; (d) the test of hypothesis 2 with separate results 
presented for husbands and wives; (e) the tests of hypotheses 3 and 4 induding FACES, 
C^ality of Life, Sodal Support and Coping and (f) a summary of the major findings. 
Demographics 
llie overall sample will be described in this section. A breakdown firstforAir 
Force personnel by rank and then for the spouses is induded in Appendix N. In addition, 
Table 3 provides a breakdown of the descriptive statistics for die overall sample, for each 
of the ranks and for the spouses. 
Basic Information: i^-Theproportionsoftheagerangesrepresentedintheoverall 
sampleincluded9%underage21; 49%21-30; 39% 31-40;and3%who were41 or 
older. Birthplace- Of the 192 subjects, 90% had been bom in the U.S., 5% were bom in 
the Far East, 2% in Europe and 3% in some other area. Race - The majority (84%) of the 
respondents were Caucasian while 5% were Black. 4% Oriental, 2% Hispanic. 2% 
American Indian and 3% some other race. Religion - The religious preferences included 
30% Catholic, 33% Protestant, 17% Mormon, 0% Jewish and 20% other. Education-
The educational levels of the subjects ranged from 7% who had less dum 12 years of 
education, 27% with a high school level, 45% widi some college, 9% witii a bachelor's 
degree and 12% with graduate training. Health- The general healdi of die subjects was 
for the most part good with 47% rating their health as excellent, 49% as good, 3% as fair 
andl% as very poor. 
Table 3 
Descriptive Statistics for OveraU Sample, Rank with Officers. Senior Enlisted and Junior 
Enlisted Members and for Spouses 
Characteristic Overall O f f i c e r Senior Junior Spouse 
Sanple** Enlisted Enlisted 
Total 
Age 
Under 21 
21 - 30 
- UO 
Ul + 
Birthplace 
Ualted States 
Par East 
Europe 
Other Area 
Race 
Black 
Oriental 
KlspaAlc 
Anerican Indian 
Caucasian 
Other 
fiellglon 
Catholic 
Jewish 
Protestant 
HofcBon 
Other 
Education 
Less than 12 years 
High School 
Some College 
BA Degree 
Graduate Training 
General Health 
Very Poor 
Poor 
TaSr 
Good 
ExeeUeat 
Years I n Service f o r Husband 
0 - 4 Years 
5 - 1 0 Years 
11 - 15 :foara 
16 - 20 Years 
20 + Years 
Hot Applicable 
192 
57 
0 
64 
32 
39 
51 
a? 
17 
23 
1 
0 
6 
95 
90 
36 
75 
33 
32 
13 
3 
24 13 58 95 
1? 0 0 5 12 
95 6 0 42 46 
74 15 12 11 35 
6 3 1 0 2 
172 24 13 . 57 76 
10 0 0 0 10 
4 0 0 0 4 
6 0 0 1 5 
9 0 0 5 3 
6 0 0 0 8 
4 0 0 3 1 
4 1 0 2 1 
162 23 13 47 78 
5 0 0 1 4 
9 4 15 29 
0 0 0 0 
8 7 17 30 
7 0 10 15 
0 2 16 21 
0 0 3 11 
0 1 23 27 
2 10 30 44 
6 1 1 0 
16 1 1 5 
0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 5 
5 9 29 52 
19 3 29 37 
1 0 17 18 
9 0 29 37 
7 2 6 16 
6 6 5 15 
1 5 0 7 
0 0 1 2 
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Characteristics Overall Officer Senior Junior Spouse 
Sanple Enl is ted Enlisted 
Harrlafic 
0 Previous Marriages 163 23 9 48 82 
1 Previous Marriage 25 1 4 8 12 
2 Previous Marriages 0 0 2 1 
3 + Previous Marriages 0 0 0 0 0 
Years i n Present Marriage 
19 20 Under 2 rears i n 1 0 
2 - 5 Years 50 4 1 20 25 
6 - 1 0 Years ^7 6 3 15 23 
11 - 15 Years 32 7 5 3 16 
16 + Years 22 6 4 1 U 
NuDber of Children 
0 Children 3 1 18 22 
1 Child 41 3 2 15 21 
2 Children 60 6 a 16 29 
3 Children 28 7 0 7 13 
'f- Children 11 3 1 1 6 
5 + Children 8 2 1 1 4 
Children Axes 0 -
Yes 91 12 2 3.1 41* 
No 101 12 11 27 51 
Children 5 - 1 2 
Yes 89 16 7 20 
No 103 8 6 38 51 
Children 13+- At Homo 
Yes 7 7 3 19 
no 156 17 6 55 76 
Nusiber of Previous Moves 
14 0 Moves 19 0 0 5 
1 Moves 22 0 0 11 U 
2 Moves 35 3 0 13 20 
3 Moves 17 2 0 7 8 
h Moves 25 3 0 8 14 
5 + Moves 74 16 13 15 28 
Row Lonx Aao Subject Moved 
26 Less than 6 Months Ago 93 15 5 
More than 6 Months Ago 99 9 8 32 49 
Prior Kotice Before Moving 
12 Less than I Month 25 3 0 10 
2 - 3 Months V 4 1 13 19 
- 6 Months 86 11 8 22 19 
Over 6 Months 43 6 4 13 19 
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Characteristics Overall 
Sanple 
Officer Senior 
EInllsted 
Junior Spouse 
E x i s t e d 
Previous Exposure to Utah_ ^ no c i 
Had Visited Utah II n I [\ 2U 
Had Lived i n Utah Before 50 7 *• -^^  
Fanlliar People I n Utah 91 8 3 30 ^^9 
Close Relatives ' ^ l ^0 8 12 2U 
Distant Relatives ^ 1 5 i c l o 
Friends 55 5 2 i;? 
Location of Home I n Utah 
On Base 
Apaztcent 
Rental House 
OKn House 
Atti tude- Leaving P r i o r Base 
61 7 6 IS-- 30 
1*2 t 0 19 21 
26 1 1 10 13 
63 15 6 11 31 
10 0 1 5 ^ very Negative n n n i U 
l^egatlve 7 0 0 3 ^ 
Mixed Emotions 68 12 5 13 37 
62 6 6 20 28 
4 1 11 14 
Neutral 
Positive 
Very Positive 30 
Atti tude- Kovlng to H i l l AFB ^ a A 
very Negative 12 0 0 % o 
Hlxed Emotions ^ ^ I I o 
^ ' " " ' ^ 16 I 21 28 
P*>^*1^« S t 1 8 16 Very Positive 30 5 1 8 l o 
Attitude Toward A i r Forcfl 
Very Good 
Good 
Fair 
Poor 
Very Poor 
Ba t iona l Adjustment t o Hove 
Very Good 
Good 
Pair 
Poor 
Very Poor 
59 11 3 16 28 
85 9 7 26 ^^ 2 
33 U 2 10 17 
12 0 1 5 6 
2 0 0 1 1 
68 9 5 19 33 
68 U 5 24 28 
41 4 3 12 22 
11 0 0 2 9 
3 0 0 1 2 
3 4 19 21 
8 6 14 27 
9 2 1? 29 
4 1 B 18 
Character is t ics Overall O f f i c e r Senior Junior Spouse 
Saople Enlisted Eraisted 
tfife's Work Before Hove 
FuU Tim© 48 
Part Time 55 
Unenployed 58 
Hot Applicable 3I 
Wife's Work A f t e r Hove • 
F u l l Time 43 2 2 1? 21 
Part Time 6 3 14 21 
Unenployed 63 13 6 2? 40 
Not Applicable 22 3 2 13 
The Overa l l Sanple category includes the one husband and one wife who sent i n 
questionnaires without accootpanylng spouses'. The other categories do not inc lude 
these two. 
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Marriage & Family: Mankge-ITie majority (85%) were in their fbst m a ™ 
13% having been married once before, and 2% having been married twice before. The 
number of years in the present marriage included 21 % married under 2 years, 26% 2-5 
years. 24% 6-10 years. 17% ll-15yearsand 11% 16 years or over. Children- The 
subjects had a mean of two children with a range of 0 to 8. Of subjects with children living 
at home, 47% had children under 4,46% had children between 5 and 12 and 19% had 
children over 13 at home. 
Information about move & home: Previous moves - Most of the subjects had moved 
several times before with 39% reporting 5 or more moves, 13% 4 previous moves, 9% 3 
moves. 18% 2 moves, 11% one move and 10% 0 previous moves. Tune of move - About 
half (48%) had moved less than 6 months before the study and slightly more (52%) had 
moved more than 6 months before. Prior Notice - About half (45%) of the subjects 
reported they had received notice of the move 4-6 months b^ore moving, with 13% 
reporting they received under one month's notice. 19% receiving 2-3 months's notice and 
23% receiving over 6 month's notice. Exposure to Utah - About half (53%) of the subjects 
had had no previous exposure to Utah, 20% had visited Utah before and 26% had lived in 
Utah previously. Location of home- About a third (32%) of the subjects live on base, 
22% live in apartments, 14% rent houses and 33% own dieir own homes. 
Attitudes Atx)ut half of the sample felt positive or very positive about leaving their 
prior base(48%) andaboutmovingtoHill A.F.B. (54%). Seven percent felt neutral about 
leaving their previous base, 36% had mixed emotions, and 9% felt negative or very 
negative. Similarly. 10% felt neutral about coming to Hill. 24% had mixed emotions and 
12% had a negative or very negative attitude. Most (76%) of the subjects reported a very 
good (31 %) or good (45%) attitude toward the Air Force, while 17% reported a fair 
attitude, 6% a poor attitude and 2% a very poor attitude. 
AdjustmentA Wive's Work: Mfilde-Most of the subjects reported a good 
emotional adjustment to the move with 36% reporting very good adjustment, 35% good 
adjustment, 21 % fair adjustment. 6% poor adjustment and only 2% reporting very poor 
adjustment. Wives working-About half (54%) of the wives worked fiill or part time before 
the move with 45% reporting full or part time work after the move. The rest were either 
unemployed or full time housewives. 
pactoi: Analyses 
Factor analyses were conducted on the Ways of Coping Checklist. FACES II , Social 
Support and the QualiQr of Life questionnaires to provide scales which had construct 
validiQf for this population. Each of these analyses will be presented separately. 
Ways of Coping Checklist (WCCn 
Vitaliano et al. (1985) pointed out that the original scales on the WCCL were 
developed by factor analyzing 68 items on only 100 subjects between the ages of 45 to 64 
and. because of this, they expressed concerns regarding the stability of the factors as well 
as the clinical generalizability and construct validity of the scales. To examine the 
reproducibility of the factor structure of the original and/or Vitaliano's scales and to 
determineunderlyingcopingpattemsorscales. a principal components analysis with 
varimax rotation was performed on the 66 items of the Ways of Coping Checklist The 
principal components analysis resulted in 19factorswith an Eigenvaluegreater thanl. 
These 19factorsaccountedfor65.5%of the variance. Because the author felt that this was 
too large a number of factors to be interpreted easily, the Scree test, as discussed in the 
Data Analysis section of Chapter 3. was used to narrow the number of factors to 8. These 
eight factors accounted for43.5% of the variance. After varimax rotation, the items were 
ranked on each factor according to the magnitude of their highestloading. The loadings 
ranged from a high of .76 to a low of .01 witii the mean being .52. Items which did not 
load clearly on one factor, which had loadings under .35, or which were endorsed by 
under 10 individuals were eliminated. This eliminated 11 items leaving 8 factors and 55 
items. The factors were named by examining the items which loaded the highest on each 
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factor and extracting the property that these items had in cximmon. Table 4 summarizes 
the scales that resulted from the items loaded on Factors 1 to 8. Alpha scores ranged from 
. 81 for the Problem-focused Coping subscale to. 32 on the Reframing subscale. Because 
the Reframing subscale has only two items and because of its unreliable alpha, 
inteipretation of results involving this scale must be made with great caution. These eight 
factors were used to create the scales used in the data analyses. 
Comparing these scales to those obtained by Folkman and Lazarus (1980) and 
Vitaiiano et al. (1985), there was some agreement with both scales although the scales 
derived from this study demonstrated a greater concurrence with those of Lazarus than 
with Vitaiiano. The items in common are noted in Table 5. Several of the items in Scales 
7 and 8 were contained in other scales in both the Lazarus and Vitaiiano studies. Scales 7 
and 8 are the weakest, especially Scale 8 which had only 2 items. Further evidence for the 
validity of the scales lies in the fact that, for the most part, those coping strategies which 
would be considered maladative (Self Focus, Displacement/Denial. Wshful Thinking. 
Minimization) were separate from those which would be considered adaptive (Problem-
focused, Positive Focus/Faith, Social Support, Reframing) and were primarily inversely 
correlated with satisfaction. In examining Pearson r correlations of each of these variables 
to the dependent variable of Satisfaction, for the women. Displacement/Denial and Wishful 
Thinking were both significantly inversely related to satisfaction (p< .01) and for the males 
Minimization was significantly inversely related (p< .01). The obtained set of factors 
appears to be theoretically consistent and thus provides support for the construct validity of 
theWCCL. 
Table4 
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of the Ways of Coping Checklist (WCC) 
Item Fl F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 P8 
-.05 .12 .04 .06 -.09 .20 -.06 .55 
.20 .20 .16 -.16 .08 .06 .04 .61 
.23 •02 .22 .05 -.17 .02 - .01 .58 
.20 - .04 -.06 .04 .13 -7;e6 .21 .6^ * 
.11 -.05 .3^ -.10 -.01 -.02 -.24 .69 
.27 .04 .13 -.22 .01 .08 -.01 .65 
.10 -.07 •00 .04 .14 -.12 .18 .57 
.21 .31 .16 -.09 .10 -.08 -.08 .69 
.10 -.06 •08 .37 -.22 -.08 - .3^ .62 
-.07 .15 • 16 .05 .06 .06 -.01 .57 
.16 -.24 -.03 ,20 .09 .12 .30 .62 
-.00 .19 .36 .06 .21 .12 -.16 • 61 
.22 .35 .11 .24 .22 -.04 -.22 .61 
Problem-focused (Fi) (13 itemed 
16^ o f variance, mean loading o f .49 
48 
49 
8 
2 
31 
26 
10 
64 
7 
35 
5 
52 
62 
before 4 i Craw on past experiences, KOS I n similar s i tua t ion Know what has to be dona, doubling e f f o r t 
Talk to someone to f i n d out more about s i tua t ion 
I^y to analyse problem to understand I t better 
Talk to someone Hho oan do aomathing concrete about problem 
Making a plan of action and fol lowing I t 
Try not to bum my bridges but leave things open 
Try to 600 things ftom other person's point o f view 
Try to get person reaponalble to change h i s mind . . 
Try not to act too has t i ly 
Bargain or compromise to get something posi t ive from s i t u a t i o n T ^ 
to problem .41 
755 
Come up Ki th a couple o f d i f f e r e n t solutions 
Go over i n ay mind what I w i l l say or do 
Positive Fooua/Faith (¥2) (10 Itemsl 
6 , ^ o f variance, moan loading o f .54 
36 
38 
60 
23 
20 
39 
25 
30 
19 
18 
Find new f a i t h 
Rediecover what l a important i n l i f e 
I pray 
Changing or growing as a peraon i n a good way 
I am inspired to do something creative 
Change aomething so things w i l l turn out a l l r i g h t 
Apologize or do eomething to make up 
1*11 come out of experience better than when I went i n 
I t o l l myself thinge that help me t o f e e l better 
Accept sympathy or understanding from eomoone 
-.02 
.20 
-.02 
.20 
.09 
.3^ 
.12 
.35 
.08 
.11 
)0 
I 
1 
.24 -.00 .05 .01 -.05 .03 .6? 
-.03 -.08 .08 .09 .01 .00 .64 
.20 .09 -.08 .06 - .04 -.02 .62 
.02 •07 -•07 .04 ..09 -.01 .64 
.02 .38 -.03 .01 .26 .02 .66 
.12 .11 .15 .12 .08 -.02 .67 
.14 .22. .14 .11 - .14 -.06 .65 
-•10 .17 .05 .01 .27 -.06 .69 
.03 .23 -.04 .31 .10 .18 .55 
-.02 .34 .09 .23 -.10 .13 .63 01 
Self Focus (n) (7 ±tBm^) 
' i .Z^ of variance, moan loading of .50 
56 
61 
6*; 
37 
50 
Keep others f ron knowing hoK bad things are 
Chango something about myself 
I prepare myself f o r the Horst 
Try to keep feel ings f r o n i n t e r f e r i ng too much 
Remind myself how much uorso things could be 
Maintain my pride, keep s t i f f upper H p 
Refuse to believe i t w i l l happen 
Social Support (F^) items) 
3.9Se o f variance, mean loading o f ,59 
^5 Talk to someone about how I am fee l ing 
28 I l e t my foolingo out somehow 
U2 Aak a f r i end or re la t ive I reepoct f o r advice 
32 Get away from i t f o r awhile, t r y to rest 
Diaplacemant/Denlal (F5) (8 items) 
3.5% o f variance, mean loading o f 
9 
U7 
3 
21 
33 
16 
13 
12 
C r i t i c i z e or lecture myself 
Take I t out on other people 
Turn to work or substitute a c t i v i t y to take my mind o f f i t 
Try to forget the whole thing 
Try to make myself f e e l better by eating,drinking,drugs,eto. 
Sleep more than usual -
Go on as i f nothing i s happening 
Go along wi th f a t e , sometimes I have bad luck 
Wishful Thinking (F6) (7 it»m») 
3-1^ o f variance, moan loading•of .52 
57 Daydream or imagine a bettor time or place than I 'm in 
-.02 .06 
.00 •33 
.17 .18 
.23 .09 
.16 .08 
.31 .20 
- .01 .18 
.76 -.00 
^ .15 
7S 
08 
17 
.05 .22 
.09 -.25 
.08 ,0k 
.11 -.08 -,04 
.13 .28 .03 
,24 
.05 
.01 
.07 
.02 
.07 
.03 
.11 - .01 ,24 
.01 .08 .05 
.24 
.01 
04 .13 .21 -.03 ^ 
.16 .17 .11 ^ -.10 
.35 .29 -.02 ^ .09 
M .13 .18 Tfe .11 
.01 .07 -.02 ^ 
.03 .30 .31 ^ 
.13 -.14 -.05 32 
.29 .06 -,02 
.01 .07 -.01 
.06 -.04 ,04 
.08 .08 -.04 i 
.05 .18 
.08 -*03 
.18 .11 
.26 .43 
12 -,01 
06 
22 
-.03 .69" 
.04 .71 
02 .62 
.01 ,68 
.15 .(A 
.24 .71 
.31 .56 
-.10 .13 .18 .79 
.15 -.01 .14 .70 
.01 .00 -.07 .70 
,10 .09 -.25 .58 
,41 
.22 -.15 .01 .77 
.07 .03 .00 .62 
.15 .22 .18 .72 
.23 .24 -.09 .67 
.04 -.07 -.19 .71 
.12 .07 -.01 .65 
.03 .39 .26 .64 
.14 .08 .40 .67 
.66 -.01 -.04 .72 
0^ 
O 
Item » F l F 2 F 3 F ^ F 5 P 6 f 7 F 8 _ H ^ 
Wishful Thinking ( r t ) (7 iteaa) 
3.1jS of varionco, mean loading of ,52 
57 Daydroan or ioagina a bottar tlaa or place than I*a in -.01 .08 . 05 -.01 . ' f l .66 -.01 -.04 •72 
58 Vish that situation would go away or fioisehow bo ovor^with -.10 .11 .^00 .20 •^ 6 -.0? » ^ 
59 Have fantaalee or Hlohao about how things turn out .02 .09 .01 .08 .2^ ^ .05 . 05 
Ik Vailing to see uhat M i l l happen before doing anything .20 .03 -.0? .28 .07 ~M .03 -.32 * ^ 
55 Wlah I can change what io happening or how I feel .08 .03 .31 .12 .25 TJZ -16 .00 .61 
51 Hoko pronJ.se to self that things w i l l bo difforont next tino .18 .23 .29 •29 .10 ] ] g .Cf -.17 
53 Accept i t , oince nothing oan be done -.12 .13 .25 -.0? -.05 3 .16 .30 
Hinimigatlon (F7) iteoa) 
3.0^ of variance, cean loading of ,58 
W Hoke l igh t of situation, refuse to get too serious 
Ih Take a big chance, do soosthing rieky 
U Hope a Dlracle w i l l happen 
hi Don't l e t i t got to ae. refuse to think too ouch about i t 
Reframing (F8) (2 items) 
2.99K of variance, oean loading of .U8 
k I feel that tine w i l l make a difference, wait 
15 Look for the silver l in ing , look on the bright aldo of things 
.02 .01 .'*3 -.02 .OU .65 .01* .72 
.15 -.09 .09 . I f .19 -.09 T35 -.26 .77 
.11 . u -.03 .21 .19 .20 3 .25 .70 
.y^ .10 -.01 -.09 .09 • 17 T^S .07 .79 
. I ' * .11 .18 .05 .23 .38 .06 
1 .21 .27 .Oi* .09 -.09 -.10 .19 I s 
.26 .12 -.13 .02 -.07 .32 .09 .18 
-.09 .13 .33 -.23 .35 .15 -.03 
.19 .06 .21 .^3 .^ •3 -.11 -.18 • 10 
-.03 .30 .01 -.03 .05 .17 .10 -.5^ 
.23 .32 .2^ -.01 -.03 .36 .03 .00 
-.03 .05 .39 .12 .23 .'to -.03 
>^7 .03 .23 ,10 .02 -.00 -.04 
10.53 2.7^ 2.58 2.31 2.07 1.95 1.92 
.81 .81 .69 .7»» .65 .72 .60 .32 
.69 
.63 
1 Just concentrate on what I have to do next Zb , , ;? ,oz .  ^i: uy . 0 -^ 5 
Ik 1 try to keep Ejy foallnge to ayeolf  3   3  -.1^ -.  
17 I express anger to the peraon(s) who caused the problem , .  .  4 ,4 .  . 6 .1  - / j 
22 I'm getting professional help -.  .  ,  -,  ,  .  .  -.54 
27 I accept the next bast thing to what I want .  . 4 -.  .  .  .  .  '57 
29 Realiee I brought the problem on myself ,04   .  . 2  . 40 .  '75 
46 Stand ny ground and f ight for what I want . nn .«>5 
Glgenvaluea (after rotation) " . 4.54 4 ^ V^ ^ 
Alpha (rellablllt . ;- coefflclento) '^^  
62 
Table 5 
Comparison of Scales and Item Numbers in Common on Ways of Coping Checklist 
Obtained by Lazarus. VitalianoandThis Study. 
Scale Name (Item numbers in common) 
This Study Lazarus Vitaliano 
Problem-focused E>roblem-focused Problem-focused 
(#2.26.35.48.49.52.62.64) (#5.10,26.35.49.52) 
Wishful Thinking Wishful Thinking Wishful Thinking 
(#55.57,58,59) (#55.57,58.59) 
Social Support Seeking Social Support Seeks Social Support 
(#28.42.45) (#42.45) 
Positive Focus/Faith Focusing on the No Such Scale 
Positive 
(#20.23,38) 
Self Focus Keep to Self No Such Scale 
(#43) 
Displacement/Denial Tension-reduction Avoidance 
(#33) (#13.16.21.33) 
Minimization No Such Scale No Such Scale 
Reframing No Such Scale No Such Scale 
63 
FACES q 
A factor analysis was conducted on the thirty items of the FACES II questionnaire 
in which the spouses rated the family as they now perceive i t The principal components 
analysis resulted in 8 factors with an Eigen value greater than 1 with these factors 
accounting for 64.7% of the variance. These results are presented in Table 6. Of the 30 
items, 22 loaded on Factor 1 with loadings of .35 or greater and with a loading difference 
of at least 10 from the next closest factor. The loadings ranged from a high of .83 to a 
low of .48 with a mean loading of .63. Running a principal components analysis with 
vaiimax rotation a second time, this time limiting the number of factors to 2 (the cohesion 
and adaptabiliQr in Olson's study) ended with 2 factors which accounted for 39.5% of the 
variance (Table?). Using the same criteria as above. 22 of the items again loaded on 
Factor 1. only 5 of the items loaded on Factor 2, 2 of the items loaded about equally on 
each and one loaded on neither. Of the original items included in die AdapabiliQr 
dimension, only 9 loaded cleaily on Factor 1 and only 2 of the Cohesion items loaded 
clearly on Factor 2. 
Running separate factor analyses on the items Olson included xmder the Cohesion 
and Adaptability scales produced for the Cohesion scale (see Table 8) a total of 16 
factors. 3 factors with Eigen values over 1.00. which accounted for a variance of 55. i %. 
Of the 16 items, 9 loaded clearly on Factor 1, 3 on Factor 2.2 on Factor 3 and 2 were split 
between factors, Withthel4 Adaptabilityitems(seeTable9), the principal components 
analysis with varimax rotation resulted in a total of 14 factors. 4 factors with Eigen values 
greater than 1.00. which accounted for 59.3% of the variance. Of the 14 items. 4 loaded 
clearly on Factor 1,2 on Factor 2, 3 on Factor 3 and 3 on Factor 4 with 2 split equally 
between factors. These results do not seem to 
Table 6 
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix for Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Items 
(FACES n) 
I ten tf ^ 
Cohealon (f1) (22 Items) 
329s o f variance, mean loading of .63 
17 Family membera f e o l veryi-oloflo to each other, 
2 I [ | our fami ly . I t l a eaay f o r everyone to expreaa hlo opinion. *22 
3 I t l a eoaler to dlacuas proMens with people outalde the f a n l l y 
than Mith other family Benbere, ,23 
8 Family membera dleouae problems and f e e l good about eolutlons. .^p 
30 Fardly msmbera sharo Intoresta and hobbles with each other* 
1 Faffllly Qembera are supportive o f eaoh other during d i f f i c u l t 
times. .6 
13 Family maobers consult other f a n l l y aanbera on tha l r deolalona. 
18 Discipline I s f a i r I n our fafol ly . .6? 
21 FamUy nembers go along Hl th what the f a a l l y decldea to do. 3 ^ 
19 Family membera f e e l closer to people outalde the f a n l l y that 
to other family nembora. -.62 
26 When problems arloo, we compromise. 
28 F ^ l l y oiefflbora are a f ra id to aay what l a on the i r mlnda. -7^ 
25 Family oembora avoid each other at home. 
^ Each family member haa input I n major f a n l l y declalone. t™* 
22 In our family, everyone aharea reeponaibl l l t lea . ^ 
7 Our family does things together, tS? 
9 I n our family, everyone goes hla/her own way. - . ^ 
3 I t I s easier to discuss problems with people outside the family 
than wi th other family meabera, - . ^ 
11 Family oambars know each other 's cloae f r i ends . .J55 
13 Ve have d i f f i c u l t y thinking of things to do aa a famUy. - . J l 
12 I t I s hard to know what the rules are i n our fa ia l ly . 
27 we approve of each other 's f r iends . 
F2 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 H2 
.10 .20 -.07 .04 .02 -.17 -.11 .78 
-.01 .10 -.04 - .01 -.13 .14 .09 .66 
-.02 .21 .13 -.09 .00 .11 .21 .69 
.09 .09 .10 .11 -.11 .05 .23 .59 
.1^ .21 .13 -.09 .06 -.15 .13 .61 
.25 .18 .06 -.18 -.07 -.23 -.13 .66 
.09 .14 -.11 .24 -.02 -.02 .14 .57 
.24 .15 -.23 .06 .21 .19 -.15 .69 
.0(1 .13 .21 -.08 -.13 -.12 -.2** .59 
.14 .03 .28 -.04 -.21 .18 .08 .57 
.18 .12 .18 .07 -.23 .15 -.15 .5? 
.06 .31 .24 -.13 .12 -.02 .29 .66 
.18 .15 .11 -.21 .17 .uo .23 .74 
-.23 -.13 .14 .24 .21 - .01 .21 .59 
.15 -.11 .20 -.22 .19 .39 -.06 .64 
.03 .09 .11 -.45 .07 .06 .37 .71 
-.01 .16 .29 .21 .18 .03 -.15 .54 
-.29 .21 .42 .20 .16 .07 -.12 .70 
-.19 .11 .33 .32 .30 .12 .04 .67 
.14 .13 .06 .21 -.32 .31 -.21 .58 
.03 .18 .30 .36 -.15 -.38 .31 .75 
.09 .28 -.00 -.0^* .39 -.08 -.32 .58 
Involvement o f Children (F2) (3itenB) 
7% of variance, mean loading o f ,62 
6 Children have a say I n the i r d i s c ip l i ne . 
16 In solving problems, the chi ldren 's suggestions are followed. 
29 Family members pair up rather than do things as a t o t a l fa inl ly . 
F l e x i b i l i t y (F3) (1 Item) 
5% o f variance 
.11 
.16 
.3^ 
10 We s h i f t household respons ib i l i t ies from person to person. 
5 Our family gathers together i n the same room. 
Family moobore say what thoy want. 
It ^""^^^ ^^^^ problems. 24 I t i s d i f f i c u l t to « t R rule ohanited i n our fami l 
Kigenvaluo (al'ter ro ta t ion) 
Alpha ( r e l i a b i l i t y coef f ic ien ts ) 
.66 -.31 
-.48 
•iZ .27 
.15 • 15 -.60 
.45 -.42 -.10 
.41 -.27 -.17 
• 54 .09 -.15 
-•29 .44 . jf 
9.73 2.12 X 5 7 
.76 .63 •41 
.12 
.00 
-.04 
.43 
-.17 
.15 
.14 
:^ 
05 
.13 
.04 
.25 
-.02 -,23 
.28 ,09 
.05 .25 
-.01 .12 -.02 
-.21 -.11 - .04 
.45 .03 .35 
.05 -.56 .18 
-.19 -.09 -.09 
T723 1.10 
.31 .41 •33 
.24 
-.02 
.00 
.15 
.13 
.01 
.16 
.29 
.68 
.72 
.64 
17 .74 
.66 
.64 
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Table? 
(FACES II) (Factors limited to Tm) 
Item # Fl F2 H2 
Cohoslon (PI) (22 items) 
32% of variance, mean loadlnjE of . 6 3 
17 Family membors f e e l ver/ close to each other. . 8 2 - . 1 6 . 6 9 
2 In our family i t i s easy f o r everyone to express hls/har oplnlont 
•22 
-.25 .60 
1 Tomily membors ore supportive of each other during d i f f i o u l t times. .03 .52 
18 Discipl ine I s f a i r i n our f aoUy , .02 .51 
23 Family members l i k e to spend the i r free t ine Hlth each other. -.25 .57 
30 Family members share interests and hobbies with each other. -.08 .50 
8 Family members discuss problems and f e e l good about the solutions. - . l i * .'^9 
13 Fainlly members consult other family members on the i r decisions. -.12 .^6 
26 When problems arise, we compromise* -.02 M 
21 Family members go along Hith vhat the family decides to do. M - . 1 6 .'•3 
3 I t i s easier to discuss problems with people outside the family than 
with other family members. -.62 -.10 M 
22 I n our family, everyone shares respons ib i l i t i es . .•51 -.o»^ .37 
28 Family members are a f r a id to oay Hhat i s on their ninds. -•-52 .25 .39 
7 Our family does things together. 
- 1 
-.15 .3^ 
9 I n our family, evoryor^ goes his/her own way. .1? .33 
19 F&jnily members f e e l closer to people outside the family than to other 
family members. .33 
20 Our family tries noH ways of dealing Hlth problems. -.09 .30 
25 Family menbers avoid oaoh other at homo. .37 
2 ? Ve approve o f each other's f r ienda. M 
M 
-.07 
11 Family members know each other 's closo f r iends . -.35 .3^ 
12 I t i s hard to know what the rules aro I n our faml ly i 
: : i 
. 1 8 .2'f 
15 Ve have d i f f i c u l t y thinking of things to do aa a fami ly . . 2 9 . 2 8 
0^  
Item # Fl F2 H2 
F l e x i b i l i t y F2 (5 items) 
7% o f variance, mean loading o f ,58 
29 Family members pa i r up rather than do things as a t o t a l fami ly . 
16 I n solving problems, the chi ldren 's suggestlona are followed. 
6 Children have a say i n the i r d i sc ip l ine . 
5 Our family gathers together i n the sane room. 
24 I t i s d i f f i c u l t to get a rule changed i n our family . 
4 Each family member has input i n major family decisions. 
10 We s h i f t household roBponBlbil i t ies from person to person. 
14 Fanily members say what they want. 
Eigenvalue ( a f t e r rotat ion} 9.73 2 
Alpha ( r e l i a b i l i t y coef f ic ien ts ) .79 .62 
Tables 
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix for Cohesion Items on Family Adaptability and Cohesion 
Evalution (FACES II) 
Item » 
EmoUonal Bonding ( F l ) (9 i t ens ) 
39.7^6 of variance, mean loading of .63 
1 Family membera are supportive of each other during d i f f i c u l t t lnos . .22 
•22 
- .12 - .2U .61 
23 FojQlly taenbers l i h e to spend t h e i r f ± e e time with each other. - .28 .66 
21 F a M l y morobers go along with what the family decides to do. 
% 
- .20 - . I t * .57 
17 Family members f e e l very close to each other* - .27 - . W .73 
30 Family membera shore in teres t s and hobbles v i t h each other. - .17 - .28 .53 
27 Ve approve of each other*a f r i ends . - .06 - .15 .38 
13 Family members consult other family members on t h e i r deciaions. 
Family mombers know each other ' s close fr londe. 
- .00 - .30 .5^ 
U .25 .53 
7 Our family doss things together. - . 1 3 - .37 . ' • I 
^Joalltiono (F2) (3 Items) 
8,U^ of variance, mean loading of .67 
29 Family members p a i r up rather than do things as a to ta l family. .01 .8Jf .06 .70 
25 Family members avoid each other at home. - . 3 ^ .oO .29 .56 
15 We have d i f f i c u l t y thinking of things to do as a f sml ly . - . 17 . 2 .32 M 
Disengagement (F3) (2 Items) 
7.0^ of variance^ mean loading of ,71 
3 I t I s e a s i e r to d iscuss problems with people outside the fomily than 
with other family membora. - .18 .05 .80 .67 
9 I n our family, everyone goes h i s /her own way. -•20 .25 ,62 .'•9 
5 Our family gathers together I n the same room. M .15 
19 Family (nembers f e e l c loaer to people outside the fandly than to other 
family ttenbera. - . 3 5 .^7 M .52 
Eigenvalue ( a f t e r rotation) 6.35 1.3^ 1.12 
Alpha ( r e l i a b i l i t y c o e f f i c i e n t s ) .76 .61 .52 
ON 
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Table9 
Item » 
Roles ( F t ) (3 Itemsl 
7.6!e of variancoi mean loading of .73 
16 In solving proUeciSi tho children*o ouggeetlona axe followed 
6 Children have a eay I n t h e i r d i s c i p l i n e . 
10 We s h i f t household reeponBlb l l l t l e s from peraon to pereon. 
22 I n our famllyi everyone shares r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s . 
28 family nembers are a f r a i d to aay what I s on t h a l r minds. 
Eigenvalue ( a f t e r rotat ion) 
Alpha ( r e l i a b i l i t y c o e f f i c i e n t s ) 
Pi F2 
Problen Solving ( F l ) ik I tgns) 
31i2^ of variance, mean loading of .71 
26 When problem a r i s e , we conproiolse* 
8 Family neabara dlecucB problenB and f e e l good about the solutions, 
20 Our family t r l e a nen Haya of deal ing with problems. 
2 I n our family. I t I s easy f o r everyons to express h i s / h e r opinion, 
Rules (F2) (2 Items) 
12.3S6 of variance, mean loading of .76 
.12 I t I s hard to know Hhat the r u l e s are I n our family. 
•18 Disc ip l ine I s f a i r I n our family. 
'Negotiation (F3) (3 Items) 
B.3S( of variance, mean loading of .64 
2'i I t I s d i f f i c u l t to get a ru l e changed i n our family . 
Xk Family members say what they want. 
k Each family member has input I n major family decis ions . 
:i 
i 
.24 
.11 
.02 
.37 
- . 05 
.26 
.20 
.32 
.04 
.03 
.09 
- .11 
.66 
.63 
•55 
.64 
- . 0 5 
.»*5 
- .82 
.31 .01 
.01 
.00 
.71 
.69 
- .06 
\\k 
.32 
.03 
.25 
.18 
.03 
- .08 
.07 
.55 
.47 
.47 
- . 17 
.26 
.07 
.28 
- . 0 8 
- .10 
- .13 
.31 
.28 
.20 
.22 
.73 
.63 
.58 
.46 
- . 3 3 
.43 
- .46 
.17 
-.41 
.24 
- . 09 
.48 
.62 
1.7i 
.43 
1.16 
.47 
1.06 
.48 
*w 
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support the various dimensions (9 under Cohesion, 6 under Adaptability) proposed in 
Olson's Circumplex model. In addition, there was a correlation of .72 between the 
Cohesion and Adaptability scores based on Olson's scoring system. Qeariy, the 2 
dimensions do not seem to be independent and the decision was made to use a total FACES 
score, treating the results as one dimension of internal family strengths which included 
questions concerning both cohesion and adaptability. This total FACES score was used in 
the rest of the analyses. To obtain a measure of reliability for ^  total score, Cronbach's 
Alpha was computed. For this study, the overall scale reliability was .72. considerably 
lower than the total scale reliability Ggures obtained by Olson etal. (1982). This difference 
in reliability may be due to difference in sample size or in type of population studied. 
Olson found that his total scale Cronbach Alpha was .90 with the Cohesion subscale of. 87 
and the Adaptability subscale at .78. 
In examining a scatter plot of the relationship between FACES and Quality of Life, 
there was a linear relationship of. 30 between the two variables which was significant at 
the .01 level. This data, thus, did not support the curvilinear hypothesis of the 
Circumplex model but rather a linear relationship as suggested by Broderick (1984), 
Beavers and Voeller (1983) and Beavers. Hampson and Hulgus (1985). 
The results of this analysis support some of the criticisms which have been leveled 
against FACES and FACES U. Joanning and Kuehi (1986) point out that neither 
FACES or FACES I I items were empirically tested through an overall factor analysis but 
instead items were assigned to cohesion or adaptability dimensions by expert judges. 
Green. Kolevzon and Vosler (1985. a & b) also suggested that there may be a flaw in the 
Circumplex Model's premise that a relationship exists between optimal family functioning 
and moderate (rather than high) amounts of adaptability. This same criticism was made by 
Kunce and Priesmeyer (1985). They also reported that their findings failed to confirm the 
overaU prediction that balanced famihes would score higher than etmieshedfaimlies. In 
addition, they assert that their triangulated measures served to control for pseudomutuality 
71 
which Olson and his group suggested might be the reason that enmeshed families reported 
higher levels of satisfaction. Similarly, Beaven,Hampson and Hulgus (1985) found a 
correlation of .6776 between the two dimensions of adaptability and conclude tliat there is 
no evidence for orthogonality in these family system constructs. In 1982 Olson and his 
associates came out with a revised version of FACES 11. Joanning and Kuehl (1986) 
reviewed this revised instrument, FACES HI. and found it a great improvement over 
earlier versions of the instrument as all items were subjected to a factor analysis to produce 
the dimensions. The new version has 20 items with 10 Cohesion items and 10 
Adaptability items with a correlation of only .03 bettveen the two scales. It will be 
interesting to see with future studies whether some of the contradictory results may be 
attributable to psychometric problems in the earlier versions of FACES as Olsen has 
recently suggested or whether the Cinnunplex Model's curvilinear assxxmption is in error as 
Beavers implies. 
Social Support 
Using the 60 items on the Social Support questionnaire, a principal components 
analysis with varimax rotation was performed. This analysis resulted in 16 factors with an 
Eigenvalue greater than 1. These 16 factorsaccounted for 73% of the variance. Usingthe 
Scree test, these factors were narrowed to 8 which accounted for 53.4% of the variance. 
After varimax rotation,the items were raziked on each factoraccording to the magnitude of 
their highest loading. The loadings ranged bom a high of .95 to a low of. 33 with a mean 
of .59. Two items which did not load clearly on any of the scales or were below .35 were 
eliminated leaving 58 items. The eight resulting scales were Chtirdi and Spiritual Faith, 
Co-woiters & A.F., Children, Close Friends and Relatives, Spedal Groups, Spouse, 
Other Sources, and Community and Neighboriiood. It is interesting to note that the 
factors resulted in sources of support being grouped together radier than the 5 types of 
support- emotional, esteem, network, appraisal and altruistic. The overall internal 
reliability for the Social Support questionnaire was . 88 (Cronbach's Alpha) with scale 
72 
reliability scores ranging from .92 on Churdi and Spiritual Faith to .67 on Other Sources 
of Support Table 10 summarizes the scales and reliability Ggures that resulted from the 
items loaded on Factors I to 8. A total Social Support score was obtained by summing the 
eight scale scores and this total score was used in the data analyses as well as the eight scale 
scores. These fmdings are similar to the results of the factor analysis done by Grochowski 
and McCubbin (1987) on their support inventory which was modified for a young adult 
population (Young AdultSocial Support Inventory). 
Minimal support was found for the gender differences in regard to social support 
(Cohen & Wlls, 1985; Hays & Oxley, 1986; Sarason et al., 1986). TTie only difference 
found was in the men's increased use of co-workers for social support which would be 
expected as many of the wives did not work. This lack of findings may have resulted from 
the particular instrument which was used to assess sodal support As mentioned 
previously, there have been a wide variety of methods and instruments used to assess 
sodalsupport HaysandOxley(1986)hadreportedthatfemalesexchangedmore 
informational and emotional support than did the males in 
Table 10 
Vaiimax Rotated Factor Matrix of the Social Support Index (SSI) Items 
I ten » PI F2 F6 F7 F6 
.05 .17 .08 .08 T . 0 9 .01 .18 .72 
.03 .10 .12 .07 .05 .06 .08 .69 
.0? .07 .07 .10 - . 05 .17 .08 .68 
.10 .15 - .00 .03 -.01* - .06 .13 .67 
- .02 - .07 .07 . '.01 .10 .02 .58 
- .OU - .07 .11 .11 - .01 .26 -.01 .66 
-.Otf - .06 .Oi* .08 - .02 .13 .01 .56 
- .05 - . 03 .00 ,02 .02 .12 .07 .5^ 
- .02 .20 .13 .05 - . 12 - .02 .05 .'*7 
.19 .05 .06 .11 .0^ .Oif 
Church and S p i r i t u a l F a i t h (FU (10 I teaa) 
15% of variance, moan loading of •7'* 
19 X f o e l I am valued and xespected by church groups .60 
31 I have a sense of t r u s t and secur i ty from church groups TSo 
7 I have a sense of t rus t and secur i ty trom church groups .79 
55 1 f e e l good about nyse l f from helping church groups .78 
8 I have a f ee l ing of love and caring f ton s p i r i t u a l f a i t h ^21 
20 I f e e l valued and respected by ny s p i r i t u a l f a i t h J l 
32 I have a eenee of t r u s t and Becurlty fron my s p i r i t u a l f a i t h ^^2 
^ I f e e l understood and get help from my s p i r i t u a l f a i t h J 2 
k'} I f e e l understood and get help from church groups T b l 
56 I f e e l good about Dyaelf when I help people who share T?T 
e r s / A . F , Conunand ( K ) (8 items) 
.355 of variance, nsan loading of .67. 
18 I f e e l valued and repected by co-workers -.Off 
30 Z f e e l a sense of t r u s t and securi ty from co-workers .03 _ 
5^ I f e e l good about nyaal f when helping co-workers .03 T 2 | 
6 I f e e l loved and carod about by co-workers .04 T ^ I 
17 I f e e l valued and repected by A . F . Coninand .01 ^ 
kZ I f e e l understood and get help ftron co-workers ,05 
53 I f e e l good about myself when helping A. P. Command .11 T^o 
29 I f e e l a sense of t r u s t and s s c u r l t y f^ om A . F . Conmand .15 .52 
Chi ldren (F3) (5 items) 
6.6S6 of variance, nean loading of .82 
2 I have a f ee l ing of being loved and cared about by oy k ids .09 .06 ^ - .03 .07 .00 .01 .00 .91 
50 I f e e l good about nysol f when helping E\y chi ldren .10 ,07 -•01 .05 .00 .02 ,01 .90 
-.Oi* - . 03 .01 - .02 - . 09 .03 .70 
-,0i* .13 .03 - .00 - . 15 .03 .67 
.01 - .04 - .02 ,12 - . 09 .08 .64 
.05 .09 .11 .00 .04 - .04 .52 
.l^f .Oif - ,06 - ,06 .18 .05 -.41 
- .07 .19 .08 - .14 ••T.09 .01 .40 
.13 .12 . ,06 - . 0 3 .10 .26 
- .02 .18 - .06 - .05 .32 - .02 . .^3 
Item # F l F2 F6 F8 
Ghlldxon (F3) (Continued) 
14 I f e e l valued a M reepeeted by my chi ldren .05 .03 .02 ,02 .06 .83 
26 I have a sense of t rus t and secur i ty txom involvement with .12 .02 .03 .05 .05 .04 .01 .82 
Dy ch i ldren 
.12 .06 .14 .16 .26 3P> I f e e l understood ami get help from oy chi ldren .05 - . 02 .01 
Close Frlenila and Re la t ive s (F4) (10 i tena) 
of var iance , mean loading of .60 
15 t f e e l valued and reepocted by ny r e l a t i v e s - .02 - .02 - . 09 ^62 
28 t have a sense of t ruat and secur i ty from close fVlends .15 .15 .12 
16 I f e e l valued and respected by oy close Arlends .11 .14 ,06 
27 I have a aenee of aeourlty and t r u s t from Involvonent with .03 .02 ,03 .64 
r e l a t i v e s 
3Z I f e e l good about tayeelf when helping olose fr iends .11 .11 .02 ^ 
3 I have a sense o f being loved and cared about by other - . 03 .04 - « 0 3 .57 
r e l a t l v e & l 
39 I f e e l unleretood and get help txoa other r e l a t i v e s .0? - .00 .00 
4 t have a f e e l i n g of being loved and cared about by close .14 .16 - .06 "7^ 
- f r i ends 
40 I f e e l understood and get help from close f r i ends .11 .15 .13 ^ 
51 I f e e l good about myself when I do things f o r other r e l a t i v e s .09 ,01 .04 .54 
Spec ia l GrouDa (F5) (7 I tena) 
5.5^ of variance, mean loading of ,64 
35 I have a sense of s ecur i ty and t rus t trom involvement with .04 - . 03 ,06 .05 ^ 
s p e c i a l groupe 
23 I f e e l valued and respected by apeclal groupo 
11 I f e e l loved and cared about by apeclal groups .11 - .02 - .02 .06 
47 I f e e l understood and get help tton spec ia l groups .18 .00 - .08 .06 
22 I f e e l valued and reapeotsd by profess ionals .05 .10 .05 .05 
59 I f e e l good about myself when helping spec ia l groups .29 .13 .^0 .06 
34 I have a senee of t rus t and secur i ty from Involvement with .05 - .02 .17 .04 
profess ionals 
.  .  
.12 
.14 ,  
.  .
.11 .11 .02 
- .03 .04 - .03 
.07 - .00 ,00 
.14 .16 - .06 
.11 .15 .13 
1 .09 .01 .04 
.  
,06 .08 .07 
.11 - .02 - .02 
.18 .00 - .08 
.05 .10 .05 
.29 .13 .10 
.05 - .02 .17 
.01 .13 .ou .15 .»*9 
.21 - .05 -.01 - .06 .56 
,22 - .04 - .03 - .10 .51 
- .05 .04 .08 .16 .45 
.10 .02 - .06 - .07 
- .08 .10 .05 .20 .39 
- .15 .15 .09 .05 .39 
.23 - .07 .06 - .12 .44 
.16 - .10 .13 - .15 
- .16 .03 .04 .26 .43 
M - .02 .09 .13 .78 
.84 .01 .03 .09 .73 
.82 .04 .01* .10 .70 
.06 - .13 - .12 .37 
.05 .22 .24 .40 
.48 .04 - . 09 .25 .41 
- .04 .14 .22 .31 
Item 
Spouse (p6) (5 Itema^ 
13 
25 
1 
49 
37 
of variance, oaan loading of ,81 
feel valued and respected by my spouae 
feel a senaa of trust and security from Involvaoont with 
feel loved and cared about by ny spouae 
feel good about nyeolf whon helping ay epoxiea 
feoi undoratood and get holp from my apousa 
Other Sourcea of Support (f?) (B Items) 
t*.k% of variance, maan loading of"34 
24 
36 
10 
12 
5 
ki 
46 
46 
I fee l valued and respected by books, TV 
I feel a sense of trust and security from Involvoment with 
books and TV 
I foal loved and oared about by profesBlonal 
feol loved and eared about books and TV 
fee l loved and cared about by A.F . Conmand 
feel understood and get help from A.P. CODoand 
feel understood and got help ftom books and IV 
fee l understood and get help ttom professionals 
Connunlt il y and Neighborhood (f8) (5 items) 
3.e^ of variance, mean loaiing of".63 
33 
21 
9 
U5 
57 
I feel trust and aocurlty ftroa involveaont with ay 
cosununlty and neighborhood groupa 
I feel valued and respected by the above groups 
I feel loved and cared about by the above groups 
I fool undepotcod, got holp from the atove groupa 
I fool good about myself when helping tho above groups 
56 
60 
Eigenvalue (after rotation) 
Alpha ( re l i ab i l i t y coefficients) 
I feel good about nyaelf when I help professionals 
I feel good about myself whon I help booke and TV 
PI P2 F3 Ft* PS F6 
-.01 .01 .01 .07 -.01 
-.06 .02 .10 .07 .02 
-.02 -.03 .02 .01 -.02 
-.03 -.07 .07 .06 
-.02 -.06 .00 .Ok .06 
.14 -.10 -.01 .03 
.12 -.07 .06 .02 
i l l .07 i05 i03 
.08 .00 -.13 -.03 
-.11 .39 .16 .13 
.01 .31 .12 .09 
.23 -.01 .00 .14 
-.04 -.08 .02 .03 
Ak .05 .11 .06 
.13 .04 -.O^f .04 
.1^ .ou .05 .00 
.04 .06 .02 .08 
.43 .24 .12 .17 
.29 .27 .12 .01 
.26 .22 
9.0l 4.3S 3.99 3.6i 
.92 .90 .81 
• 30 
.15 
.07 
.09 
.03 
.15 
.02 .02 
.23 -.01 
Ak -.10 
.09 .06 
.07 -.01 
.16 .05 
F8 
:B6 -.01 T.03 .75 
21 -.01 -.00 .75 
M -.08 -.03 .63 
,01 05 .62 
.77 -.00 -.01 .60 
.04 j j 6 .00 .43 
-.09 i55 .15 .38 
-.05 3 --02 
.08 ] g -.09 .30 
.13 ^ -.14 .27 
-.05 . 38 . 3^ .30 
^ .62 
.25 .33 .38 
-.05 ..10 .18 
.81 ,87 .67 • 77 
76 
theirstudy. In this study, the women showed a greater use of ^e Social Support Scale 
from the Ways of Coping Checklist The items on this scale are primarily emotional 
support items and tfiis significant difference wotild support Hays and Oxle/s findmgs. 
CjualitvofLife 
A factor analysis was performed on the 40 (Quality of Life items to determine if the 
12 factors which Olson and Barnes <1982) delineated could be replicated with this 
population. A principal components analysis resulted in 10 factors with an Eigen value 
greaterthan 1 accounting for 66.8% of the variance. After vaiimax rotation, the items were 
ranked on each factor according to the magnitude of their highest loading. Item4was 
droppedbecauseitwasapparentthatmanysubjectshad misunderstood the question. 
Although the question asked was 'How satisfied are you witii the number of children in 
your family?', it was apparent from reviewing the questionnaires that many people 
misimderstood and circled the actual number of children that they had in their family. 
Item 14 was dropped because it loaded on 2 scales equally. Factor 10 had only one item 
loadonit As this was considered an insufGcient number of items for a factor, both item 3 
and Factor 10 were dropped from the analysis. This eliminated 3 items leaving 37 items 
and 9 factors: Fmandal Well Being, Hme, Family Life, Neighboiiiood and Community, 
Home/Physical Space, Mass Media, Friends and Relatives, Employment and 
Religion/Family Education. Cronbach's Alpha for the total scale was. 86 with scale 
reliability scores ranging from .87 on Financial Well Being to .47 on Rdi^on/Family 
Education. Table 11 summarizes ^ e scales and reliability figures that resulted from the 
items loaded on Factors 1 to 9. 
These scales were compared to those obtained by Olson and Barnes. 
Table I I 
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of the Quality of Life Scale Items 
— • — ; 
Item # F l F2 P3 F4 f6 F8 F9 
h2 
F inanc ia l Well-Belwc ( F D (6 items) 
2 5 . ^ of variance, mean loading of .76 
34 Honey f o r future needs of family 
32 Amount of money you owe 
33 Level of Saving 
31 Your a b i l i t y to handlo f i n a n c i a l emorgenoies 
29 Your l e v e l of Income 
30 Koney f o r fami ly neces s i t i e s 
Family L i f e (inoludes Houaehold Respons ib i l i t i e s and 
Health) (F2) (6 ItensT"^ 
7.6j6 of variance, mean loading of .61 
1 Your family 
2 Your marriage 
U Other family member's household r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s 
10 Your household r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s 
8 Health of other family members 
7 Your own health 
Time \ (5 items) 
of variance, mean loading of .67 
19 Time for housework 
16 Amount of free tlJne 
18 Time f o r family 
17 Time for s e l f 
20 Time for earning money 
.84 
.17 
.32 
.23 
.16 
.28 
.11 .25 .01 .12 .11 .10 .07 .06 .83 
.08 •08 .10 - .05 - .00 - .04 .04 .02 .72 
.17 .09 - . 03 .10 .08 .11 .04 .03 .75 
.19 •09 .11 -.01 .00 -.11 .22 . .09 .72 
-.02 .24 .21 ,24 . .02 .09 .29 .09 .68 
.05 .32 .22 .20 .09 .13 .28 .06 .71 
.08 .11 .09 .06 -.01 .02 r .03 .12 
.10 .21 - .06 - .01 .13 - r 0 2 : .04 .03 
.18 .16 .12 .36 . .07 .15 -.01 - .04 
.16 1^ 
.50 
.25 .18 .48 .11 .08 • 08 - .14 
.04 .09 .23 .10 .04 .23 .29 .01 
.05 -.01 .08 .05 .12 .32 .24 .15 
.32 ^ 
.10 ^ 
.17 
•29 
-.13 
.11 
.12 
.18 
.10 
^ -.01 
.06 .00 .07 .06 .06 
.10 .24 - .02 .03 .17 
.26 .08 .17 - .08 - .06 
.25 .19 -;05 .07 .10 
.16 .05 - .10 .35 .37 
64 
.66 
,62 
,68 
50 
,46 
76 
76 
76 
72 
.57 
Item <y ^ 
Nelghbcrhood & Connunlty (fU) (6 I tana) 
5 , W of variance , mean loading o f .62 
37 Safety I n comraunlty 
39 Rocroatlonal f a c i l i t i e s 
36 Shopping I n comiatuilty 
39 Neighborhood you l i v e I n 
35 Schools I n conununlty 
'iO Health care s e r v i c e s 
Home/Phyalcal Space (F5) (3 items) 
of variance, mean loading of .7fl 
9 Your current houslog arrangement 
13 Space f o r youx family needs 
12 Space f o r your oxn needs 
Mass Media (F6) [k Itona) 
If .3^ of variance, mean loading of .72 
PI F2 F2 Pff 
.15 
.15 
.05 
.05 
.02 
.10 
.05 
.03 
.10 
.15 
. a 
,00 
.02 
.15 
.18 
.03 
.26 
.09 .03 - .00 
.15 .11 .28 
.02 .19 .27 
'8-
i 
18 
,01 
P6 FB P9 
.13 .06 - . 03 .09 .70 
.09 .02 .21 .03 - .02 .62 
- . 05 .06 -.01 .2? - .02 .55 
.38 .02 .07 .12 .15 .68 
.00 .35 .10 .09 .10 
.03 .20 ,22 .02 .05 .56 
- . 03 .20 .00 .11 .73 
.15 .02 .03 .06 .79 
.13 -.01 .13 .07 .78 
26 Qual i ty of TV progroiaa 
27 Qual i ty of D O V l Q G 
28 Qual i ty of newspapers & magazines 
25 Anount of t ine family members Match TV 
.05 
.06 
.03 
.11 
.09 
.03 
- .00 
.32 
.03 
.09 
. l U 
.20 
.06 
.03 
.23 
.03 
.05 
.05 
.10 
.08 3 2 
.06 
.13 
.06 
.06 
.05 
.OU 
-.01 
.06 
.02 
.07 
.23 
- .27 
.8^ 
.78 
.55 
.U9 
Friends & Re la t ives (¥7) (2 Items) 
'},^% of variance, mean loading of .80 
6 Your fr iends 
5 Your re la t ionsh ip v l t h r e l a t i v e s 
.06 
.03 
.Oif 
.27 
- .02 
.12 
.07 
.13 
•08 
.15 
.23 
.05 
.82 
221 
.09 
.07 
.03 
.07 
.77 
.7^ 
Employment (P8) (2 items) 
3.33c of variance, mean loading of .75 -
2U Your Job aecuxliy 
23 Your p r i n c i p a l occupation 
.30 
.29 
.11 
.13 
.02 
.03 
.22 
.06 
.01 
.12 
.01* 
.08 
.02 
.21 
221 
211 
.01 
.05 
.76 
.75 
00 
Item # F l F2 F? P4 F5 F6 17 F8 
Rellglon/Pamlly Education (P9) (3 items) 
2,9^ of variance, mean loading of .58 
15 Educational programs designed to Improve marriage 
and family l i f e 
21 Rel igious l i f e of family 
22 Rel igious l i f e i n commiuilty 
.06 
.20 
.09 
- .02 
.43 
.17 
.23 
.05 
- .04 
-.01 
.12 
.37 
.15 
.08 
•00 
.14 
- .12 
.18 
.04 
.28 
,01 
.12 
- .08 
- . 03 
.57 
.65 
.52 
3 Your ch i ldren 
14 The amount of education you havo 
-.01 
.34 
.02 
.16 
.08 
- .00 
.12 
.04 
- . 07 
.36 
- .02 
- .00 
.08 
.24 
.08 
.03 
- .02 
.30 
.68 
.52 
Elgenvslues ( a f t e r rotat ion) 
Alpha ( r e l l a b U l t y coe f f l c l en te ) 
10.04 
.87 
2.95 
.69 
2.39 
.80 
2.27 
.64 
1.93 
.56 
1.66 
.52 
1.31 
.48 
1,27 
.76 
1.15 
.^7 
80 
Three scales were replicated in entire^: Financial Well-Being. Mass Media and Home-
Physical Space. The Tune factor was the same except one additional item was added. 
Where the Olson study had three separate scales for Family Life. Health and Home-
household responsibilities, these were combined into one Family Life Scale for this 
population. There was no scale for family members on the present study since item # 4 
was dropped. Whereas in the Olson and Barnes factor analysis. Religion, Friends and 
Extended Family appeared as one factor, in this population, factor analysis produced a 
factor in which Religion and Family Education were grouped and Friends and Relatives 
was a separate factor. Question #15 was phrased, H o w satisfied are you witfi the 
educational programs designed to improve marriage and family life?' As religious 
programs frequ ently have an educational component and are seen as a way to improve 
family life, the combining of these factors does not seem to be tiieoretically inconsistent 
For the most part, the various dimensions of satisfaction with life were substantiated. 
Table 12 presents the factors and items associated with each for both Olson & Barnes and 
for this study. Because of the low reliability of many of the separate scales, only the 
overall score was used in the study. 
Test of Hypothesis 1 
Procedure 
The Grst hypothesis asked to what extent is family satisfaction related to family 
adaptability and cohesion, social support, perception, level of coping skills and pile-up of 
life events? This was tested by using stepwise multiple regression with family satisfaction 
(total Quality of Lifescore) as thedependentvariableandfamily adaptability and 
cohesion, social support, 
S I 
TABLE 12 
A Comparison Between Results Obtained by Olson and Barnes and the Present Study on 
Quality of Life Results 
Factor Olson and Barnes Present Study 
Hnancial Well-being 
Time 
Neighborhood & 
Community Education 
Mass Media 
Home-Physical Space 
Family Life 
Employment 
Family Members 
Home-Household 
Responsibilities 
Health 
Religion, Friends 
& Extended Family 
Friends & Relatives 
Items 29-34 
Items 16-19 
Items 14,15.35-40 
Educationin 
Items 25-28 
Items 9,12.13 
Items 1,2.3 
Items 20,23.24 
Item 4 
Items 10.11 
Items 7,8 
Items 5.6.21.22 
No such factor 
Same items 
Items 16-20 
Items 35-40 
separatGfactor 
Same items 
Same items 
Items 1,2,7,8. 
10,11 
Items 23,24 
No such factor 
No such factor 
No such factor 
Items 15,21.22 
(Rel-FamEd) 
Items 5,6 
level of coping skills, perception and pile-up of life events (scores on FACES. Social 
Support, Coping, Perception and FILE) as the independent variables. Separate analyses 
were done for husbands and wives. This decision was made partly because of the large 
nimiber of variables involved and parUy because it was desired to discover if variables 
contributed differentially to the husbands'and tfie wives'satisfaction scores. The FACES 
and Quality of Life scores of husbands and wives were combined to obtain a marital dyad 
discrepancy score and a marital dyad mean score. Individual scores were used on the 
82 
Waysof Coping, Peireptian and Social Support measures. ITiusfor bo^ the men and 
the women, two multiple regressioiis were performed, one using the mean Quality of Life 
as the dependent measure and the other using the discrepancy Quality of Life score. 
Multiple regression results for men. As shown in table 13, w^en using the mean 
Quality of Life score as the dependent variable, only pile-up of Hfe events showed a 
signiAcant relationship with a Beta coefficient of -. 51 which accounted for 26% of the 
variance. (p<.01). The only other variables y^ch<ame dose to being significantly related 
were mean FACES (p<.0511). Problem-focused coping (p<.0586) and Minimization 
Ox.0618). Thus, husbands experiendng a high number of life events (stressors) were 
more likely to have decreased satisfaction with their life. 
As shown in Table 14, when using the Quality of Life discrepancy score as the 
dependent variable, only the FACES discrepancy score was significantly related with a 
Beta coefficient of .29 \ ^ c h accounted for 8%of the variance (p< .01). Thushusbands 
and wives showing a large discrepancy between thdr FACES scores were more likely to 
show a large discrepancy between their satisfaction scores. 
Tablets 
Mean Faittlly SatlefacUon 
Source of Variation 
Standard 
Varlablas in tho Equation 
Plle-up of Ll fo Events 
Varlftbles Hot In tha Equation 
Family Adaptability and Coheelon-H 
Social Support 
Perception 
Problon-Pocused Coping 
Positive-Focused Coping 
Self-Pocu&od Coping 
Social Support-Coping 
DlsplacGDent/Danlal 
Wiflhful Thinking 
MnloUatlon 
Refraalng 
WOHEH 
Varlablea In the S}uatlon 
Pile-up of Li fe Events 
Dlaplacement/Denlal 
Fanlly Adaptability and Cohoalon-M 
Perception 
Variables Wot In tha Equation 
Social Support 
Probleci-Focused Coping 
Positive-Focused Coping 
Solf-Focuaed Coping 
Social Support-Coping 
Wishful Thinking 
ninlRilzatlon 
Refraalng 
-.52 -.41 .086 
-.32 -.22 ,083 
.35 .25 .087 
.23 .23 .084 
.15 .13 
.09 .08 
.03 .02 
-.05 -,0U 
.01 .00 
-.09 -.09 
.08 .07 
.08 .06 
.2? 
.33 
.37 
.42 
.2? 
.06 
.04 
.05 
32.57»^ 
21.71*' 
17.12»< 
15.73*' 
2.03 
.72 
.08 
.24 
.01 
.73 
.56 
.56 
^For variables not In the equation, the r value i s the part ia l correlation. 
.00 
00 
Table 14 
Dlacropant Fandly Satlofaotion 
Source of Variation 
Standard R Change 
Varlablea in tho Equation 
Fanlly Adaptability and Coheslon-D 
Vorlflblea Hot In tha Situation 
Pile-up of Llfo Evonta 
Social Support 
Perception 
Problen-PocuQcd Coping 
Po6ltlvo-R>cused Coping 
Solf-Focueod Coping 
Social Support-Coping 
Di aplac ece n t/Da nlal 
UlBhful Thinking 
Mlnloiaatlon 
Refraining 
VOKSK 
Variables i n tha Baufttion 
Pila-up of U f a Evonta 
rooily AHaptaUlity anil Coheaion-
Rofraning 
Voriabloa Wot i n the Bauation 
Social Support 
perception 
Problea-Focused Coping 
Foaltlve-Fbcuaed Coping 
Self-Focuaed Coping 
Social Support-Coping 
Dlaplacenent/Denial 
Wiehful Thinking 
MLnlDization 
.29 .29 
-.11 -.11 
-.15 -.15 
-.01 -.01 
- , o u - . O U 
.03 .02 
.18 .1? 
.OU .03 
-.05 
.10 .10 
.00 .00 
.08 .0? 
-.37 -.37 
.27 .26 
.18 .22 
-.12 -.12 
,0i* .03 
-.03 -.02 
.12 .12 
-.19 -.17 
.06 .06 
-.08 -.07 
-.05 -.O^f 
-.00 -.00 
.09^ 
.093 
.09i» 
.13 
.20 
.2^ 
.13 
.07 
.ou 
•P .05 
"P .01 
a 
ror vanablea not In the equation, the r value la the partial correlation. 
1.15 
2.16 
.02 
.13 
.06 
2.98 
.12 
.19 
1.01 
.00 
.5^ 
0 ;79f - -
I0.70f» > 
9;365» • 
1.21 
.12 
.06 
1.35 
3.2^ 
.32 
.52 
.20 
.00 
22 
00 
4». 
Multiple fcgression resulta for women. Tables 13 and 14 also present the results 
of the stepwise multiple regression for women. The procedure was identical to that for the 
men. As shown in Table 13, when using the mean Qua l i ^ of Life as the dependent 
variable, four variables proved to be significantly related. As with the men, Total Recent 
Life Events was the most significantly related with a Beta coefficient of - .41, accounting 
for 27% of the variance (p<.01). The other three variables whidi were also significantly 
related (aldiough each were rather small increases) were: Displacement/Denial with a 
Beta coefficient of -.22 raised the Multiple R to .57 and accountedfor an additional 6% of 
the variance (p<.01); mean FACES with a Beta coefficient of .25 raised the multiple R to 
61%andaccountedforanadditional4%ofthevanance(p<.01);and Perception with a 
Beta coefficient of .23 raised the multiple R to .65 and accounted for an additional 5% o f 
the variance (p<.01). Together, these 4 variables resulted in a multiple R of .65 and 
accounted for 42% of die variance. 
As with husbands, those wives showing a higher number of stressful life events 
were more likely to have lower satisfaction with their quality of life. But in addition, those 
wives experiencing a higher degree of cohesion and adaptability in their families and those 
who had higher subjective perception scores (had more previous moves, more positive 
attitudes toward leaving dien* previous base ,comiiig to Hi l l AFB and toward the A.F. in 
general, previous exposure to Utah, had friends or relatives in Utah and positive appraisal 
of coping strategies) were more likely to have higher levels of satisfaction. What appeared 
to negatively affect wive's levels of satisfaction was the use of ^e displacement or denial as 
a coping strategy. 
As shown in Table 14, when using the dismpanc^ Quality of Life score as the 
dependent variable, three variables werefound to be significantly correlated with die 
dependent measure. Total Recent l i f e Events ^ c h had a Beta coefQdent of 37 and a 
multiple R of .37 accounted for 13% of the variance (p<.01). The discrepancy FACES 
score with a Beta coefficient of .26 raised the multiple R to .44 and accounted for an 
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additional 7% of the variance (p<.Oi). Finally, one of the coping skills. Reframing. with a 
Beta coefQcicflt of .22 raised the multiple R to .49 and accounted for an additional 4% of 
the variance (p<.01). Together these three variables resulted in a multiple R of .49 and 
accounted for 25% of the variance in the discrepancy Quali^ of Life score. 
As with the men's results, the higher the discrepancy between husbands and 
wive's levels of adaptation and cohesion, the more likely that there would be a greater 
discrepancy between their levels of satisfaction. I t is interesting to note, however, that total 
life events was inversely related to the discrepancy Quality of l i f e score. Thus, the higher 
the number of stressful life events, the lower the amount of discrepancy between the 
husband's and wive's levels of satisfaction. Perhaps the high level of stressful events 
serves as a somewhat unifying factor, that is it serves to bring both husband's and wive's 
levels of satisfaction to a similar level, probably a lower one given the uniformly negative 
relationship between number of stressful life events and satisfaction. As the third factor. 
Reframing had such a low level of reliability, no interpretation can be made with any degree 
of conGdence. For both the husbands and the wives, the familiy discrepancy scores were 
less effective in accounting for variance in outcome than was die use of family mean 
scores. 
Testof Hypotfiesis2 
Procedure 
Hypothesis 2 asked to what extent is the relationship between family satisfaction, 
family adaptability and cohesion, social support, level of coping skills and pile-up 
influenced by the following variables: number of previous moves, years married, 
education, rank, number of children, ages of children, attitude toward Air Force, attitude 
toward move to new base, number of months since the move, wife's employment, and 
number of yean in the service. This was done by multiple regression using forward 
variable selectionof the independentvariables after controUingfor the variance accounted 
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for by the moderator variables. As in Hypothesis 1, both mean and discrepancy Quality of 
Life scores were the dependent measures. Again, separate analyses were done for the men 
and the women. Tables 15 and 16 present the results of the multiple regressions for both 
men and the women. 
Multiple repression results for men. As can be seen in Table 15, using mean 
family satisfaction (the mean Quality of Life score) as the dependent variable, none of 
die moderator variables in themselves were significantly correlated, but together they had 
a multiple R of .48 which accounted for 23% of the variance (p< .047) Thus, although 
none of these moderately variables were significantly related to the outcome variable in and 
of themselves, in combination they accounted for almost a fourth of the variance in the 
dependent variable. This correlation is likely due to chance alone, however, due to the 
large number of variables. Contzolling for these variables, only Total Recent Life Events 
was significantiy correlated with the dependent measure with a Beta coeffldent of - .41, 
increasing the multiple R to . 5 9 ^ c h accounted for 35% of the variance (p< .001). The 
Table 15 
Regression Analysis of Mean Family Satisfaction with Family Adaptability and Cohesion, 
Social Support, Level of Coping Skills, Perception, and Pile-up of Life Events after 
ConlToUing for Effects of Moderator Variables: Age, Rank, Years in Service, Education, 
Years Married, Number of Previous Moves, Children, Attitude Toward Leaving Last 
Base, AttitudeToward Hil l , Wife Working before Move 
Mean Fanilly SatlafacUon 
Source o f Var i a t ion B o t a Stand azd 
Error 
R Chongo P Ad J 
HEN 
voriablos in tho Pmatlon 
Wife Working Boforo Movo 
Attltiido Towanl Leaving Last &-isa 
Children Agoa I3 & Over 
education 
Children Agea 0 to ^ 
Years*In Service 
Children Agoa 3 to 12 
Attitude ToHord H i l l 
Years Harried 
» of Prevloua Hovoc 
A«o 
Rank 
Children 
Total Moderator Variables 
Pile-up of U f o Events 
Variables Wot in the Equation 
Fojnlly Adaptability and cohealon-H 
Social Support 
Perception 
rrohlon-PocusQd Coping 
Poaltivo-Focuscd Coping 
Self-Focused Coping 
Social Support-Coping 
Dlsplaceaont/DenlAl 
Ulahful Thinking 
t1inVni7.atlon 
Re f raffling 
.05 
.01 
*For variables not in the equation, 
.09 .04 .112 ..16 
.10 -.06 .122 .25 
-.O'J -.01* .131 .09 
.12 .12 .155 .61 
.07 -.05 . l>f .15 
-.09 .12 .185 .^5 
.15 .08 .158 .28 
.28 .15 .126 1,42 
.11 .23 2.46 
- . I t* -.22 .152 2.16 
-.03 -.08 .166 .24 
.09 .02 .170 .02 
-.18 .199 .81 
.23 .23 1.86» 
-.51 -.41 .108 .35 .12 3.01*»« 
.09 .09 .65 
.18 .17 2.79 
.11 .18 1.0^ 
.20 .17 3.20 
.16 .15 1.99 
.18 .11 l . U 
.03 .03 .07 
.02 .02 .05 
.07 .07 .34 
-.12 -.12 1.24 
.17 .15 2.^ *3 
lha r value Is the partial correlation. 
.23 
00 
Heafi Panlly Satisfact ion 
Source of Variation 2 
R Chango 
Standard 
WOMEH 
Variablea i n the Equation 
Wlfo Working Before Hove 
# o f Previous Moves 
Att i tude ToKaxd Leaving Last Base 
Children Ages 0 to 4 
Gducation 
Chirdren Ages 5 to 12 
Children Ages 13 & Over 
years I n Service 
Att i tude ToHards H l U 
Rank 
Age 
Years Married 
Children 
Total Moderator Varlabloa 
Pile-up o f L l f o events 
Social Support 
Variables Wot i n the Equation 
F&nlly Adaptabil i ty and Coheslon-H 
Perception 
Problem-Focused Coping 
Posltlve-Fticuaed Coping 
Self-Focused Coping 
Social Support-Coping 
Dlaplaeenent/Donlol 
Wishful Thinking 
HlnlQlzatlon 
Rafranlng 
.11 .10 .102 
.05 .24 .140 
.15 .06 .118 
.02 -.03 .131 
.00 -.10 .105 
.12 .11 .149 
- .01 -.12 .127 
-.07 -.20 .123 
.23 .14 .124 
.07 -09 .147 
.06 .22 .152 
.09 -.07 .162 
- . I ' * -.33 .185 
-.52 -.60 .099 
.02 .28 .104 
.22 .20 
.10 .19 
.08 .07 
•08 .07 
- .11 - .09 
"-03 -.03 
-.20 -.17 
-.16 -.15 
- .01 - .01 
.05 .05 
.20 
.42 
.47 
.20 
.22 
.05 
^ r variables not i n the equation, the r value l a the p a r t i a l correlation, 
.88 
3.05 
.25 
.07 
.98 
.52 
.90 
2.68 
1.26 
.38 
2.11 
.17 
3.19 
1.50 
3 . 8 8 " 
4 . 3 9 " 
3.86 
.71 
.44 
.44 
.96 
.07 
2.95 
2.45 
.01 
.22 
AdJ R' 
36 
00 
90 
only other independent variables vMch came close to being significantly correlated v^ere 
Social Support (jx.0986) and Problem-focused Coping (p<.0776). Thus, the significani 
inverse relationship between family satisfaction and total recent life events was basically 
unchanged by accounting for the effects of the moderator variables although, by including 
these variables, variance accounted for increased f rom 26% to 35%. 
As can be seen in Table 16,using the discrepancy Quality of Life score as the 
dependent measure, again the moderator variables were not significandy correlated. Only 
the independent variable discrepancy FACES was significantly correlated ( Beta coefficient 
= .29. p< .01). Thus, for the men, the size of the discrepancy between husband's and 
wive's satisfaction scores was correlated with the size of the discrepancy between the 
husband's and wive's scores on FACES. 
Multiple regression results for women. As with the first multiple regressionp the 
results of the women differed from the men's results. As shown in Table 15, when using 
the mean Quality of l i f e as the dependent variable (family satisfaction), the relationship of 
the moderator variables in and of themselves was not significant, although together they 
achieved a Multiple R of .45 which accounted for 20% of the variance. Accounting for 
the moderator variables' influence, two variables were significantly related, Total Recent 
Life Events with a Beta coefficient of -.60. increased Multiple R to .65 which accounted 
for 42% of the variance (p< .01) and Sodal Support with a Beta coefQdent of .28. « ^ c h 
increased the Multiple R to .68 and accounted for 47% of the variance (p<.01). The other 
variables which came dose to significant relationship were Previous Moves (p<.0850), 
Children (negative relationship.p< .0780), Mean FACES (p<.0533) and 
Table 16 
Regression Analysis of Discrepant Family Satisfaction with Family Adaptability and 
Cohesion, Sodal Support, Level of Coping Skills, Perception and Pile-up of l i f e Events 
after Controlling for Effects of Moderator Variables: Age, Rank, Education, Years in 
Service, Years Married, Number of Pre^dous Moves, O^dren, Attitude Toward Leaving 
Last Base, Attitude Toward Hill, Wife Working before Move 
DlBoropant Family Satisfaction 
Sourco of Variation Bota Stojidaxd 
Error 
R Change P 
KEN 
Variables In the Equation 
Vlfe Vorklng Before Move 
Attitude Toward Leaving Last Base 
Children Agea I3 A Over 
Education 
Children Agos 0 to U 
Years In Service 
Children Agee 5 to 12 
Attitude ToHam H i l l 
Years Married 
# of Previous Hovos 
Ago 
Rank 
Children 
Total Moderator Variables 
Faally Adaptab i l i ty and CohesLoTV-D 
Variables Hot i n the Egutttion 
Pile-up of Life Events 
Social Support 
Perception 
Problem-Foeused Coping 
Poaltlve-Focused Coping 
Self-Focused Coping 
Social Support-Coping 
Dlsplacenent/Denlal 
Vishful Thinking 
Hinlmisatlon 
Rofronlng 
•P .05 
.01 
^ o r variables not In the equation, 
.03 .03 .121 .06 
.08 .03 .138 
.17 .17 .149 1.22 
-.04 -.10 .176 .35 
-.08 .10 .152 
-.18 -.08 .207 .15 
.01 -.03 .160 .02 
.06 .05 .iw .12 
- . l i f -.03 .165 .03 
-.OU .172 .06 
-.18 -.16 .188 .71 
-.10 .06 .192 .71 
.02 .25 .226 1.23 
.09 .09 .85 
.29 .29 .108 .16 .07 6.99»« 
-.10 -.11 .81 
-.19 -.19 3.02 
.01 .01 .01 
-.07 -.07 .38 
-.05 -.05 .18 
.10 .10 .67 
-.03 -.03 .08 
-.08 -.09 .53 
.O'f ,0k .11 
-.07 -.07 .36 
.0** .12 
the r value la the partial correlation. 
AdJ r 
.01 
vO 
DlEcropant Family Satisfaction 
Source of Variation fiata Standazd 
Error 
R^Change AdJ R' 
WOKEN 
Variables I n the Bnuatlon 
Wife Vorklng Before Move 
# of Previous Moves 
Atti tude Toward Leaving Last fiase 
Children Ages 0 to 4 
Gducation 
Children Agea 5 to 12 
Children Agea 13 & Over 
years I n Service 
Att i tude Toward H i l l 
Rank 
Age 
Years Harried 
Children 
Total Hoderator Variables 
Plle-up o f L i f e Events 
Reframing 
Family Adaptabili ty and Coheslon-D 
Self-Pocused Coping 
Variablea Hot I n the Equation 
Social Support 
Perception 
Problem-Focused Coping 
Fositivo-Foouaed Coping 
Social Support-Coping 
Displao0roent/Denial 
Wishful Thinking 
Hlnlmlzatlon 
.13 
-.09 
.22 
-.07 
-.14 
.03 
.17 
-.12 
.07 
- .11 
- .19 
-.15 
-.04 
-.37 
.18 
.27 
- .12 
-.05 
-.02 
,02 
.23 
.03 
-.00 
-.01 
.07 
- .01 .120 
.02 .154 
.33 .134 
.15 .144 
- .11 .111 
.10 .166 
.08 • 138 
.00 .141 
-.13 .139 
.10 .162 
-.10 .169 
- .11 .179 
.22 .206 
,14 .14 
-.33 .107 .23 .09 
.34 .111 .29 .06 
.29 .099 .35 .06 
-.22 .106 .38 .03 
-.05 
-.04 
.02 
.26 
.03 
-.00 
.01 
.07 
.00 
.02 
6.24* 
1.03 
.95 
.37 
.31 
.00 
.85 
.35 
.35 
.40 
M 3 
1.00 
1.66 
2.02* 
2.44** 
2,63*« 
.17 
.03 
.02 
3.97 
.06 
.00 
.01 
.36 
.24 
05 
,01 
W variables not I n the equation, tho r value Is the pa r t i a l correlat ion. vO 
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Displacement-Denial (also negative. p< .0900). Urns the significant inverse relationship 
between number of recent life events and satisfaction with life was largely unaffected by 
controlling for the effects of the moderator variables. However, whereas before accounting 
for the moderator variables in the women, three other variables (Displacement/Denial, mean 
FACES, and Perception) were also significantiy related, in this instance another variable, 
Social Support increased the amount of variance accounted for from 42% of the variance 
in the first multiple regression to 47% in this instance. Thus, the moderator variables, 
recent life events and social support accounted for almost half of the variance in the 
outcome measure. 
Using the discrepancy Quality of Life score as the dependent measure (family 
satisfaction), the results again vailed from those of the men (see Table 16). Ofthe 
moderator variables, only Attitude toward leaving the Previous Base was significantiy 
correlated with the outcome variable with aBetacoefficentof .33(p<.05). Together, the 
moderator variables accounted for 14% ofthe variance (p<.457). The independent 
variables v^chwere significantly correlated after controlling for the influence of these 
variables were as foUcws. Total Recent Life Events with a Beta coeCGcient of -.33 
increasedthe MultipleR to.4S^^diaccountedforanadditional9%ofthevariance 
(p<.082) altiiough in itself the correlation was a negative. 37 (p <.0029). Refiraming with 
a Beta coefficient of . 34 raised Multq)le R to . 54 accounting for an additional 6% of the 
variance (p<.05). Disoepancy FACES with a Beta coefficient .29 raised the Multiple R 
to .59 accoimting for an additional 6% of the variance (p<.01). Last. Self- Focused 
Coping which had a Beta coefficient of -.22 raised Multiple R to .62 accounting for a 
total of 38% ofthe variance (p<.Ol). 
These results are again quite different from tiiose of the men. One of tiie moderator 
variables. Attitude toward Leaving the Previous Base, was significantly correlated with the 
outcome variable. Thus, as the wife's attitude toward leaving the previous base became 
more negative, the amount of discrepancy between husband's and wife's satisfaction score 
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became greater. The significant inverse relationship between recent life events and the 
discrepancy Quality of Life score remained largely unchanged by controlling for the effects 
of the moderator variables. Thus, as the number of life events decreased, the size of the 
discrepancy between husband's and wife's satisfaction scores increased. As with the 
previous multiple regression, the discrepancy FACES was correlated with the discrepancy 
outcome score. Thus, those husbands and wives who showed greater discrepancy 
between perception of cohesion and adaptability were likely to show greater discrepancy 
between satisfaction scores. Also, reframing continued to be positively correlated with the 
outcome variable after accounting for the effects of the moderator variables. Thus, as wives 
increased use of the reframing coping variable, the size of the discrepancy between 
satisfaction scores was likely to increase. This interpretation must be made with extreme 
caution, however, due to the unreliability of this variable. One additional variable, self-
focused coping was inversely correlated with the outcome variable. Thus, as wives 
increased the use of self-focused coping, the discrepancy between husband's and wive's 
satisfaction scores tended to decrease. Again, the discrepancy scores were less elective in 
accounting for variance in the outcome variable than were the mean scores, althou gh they 
were more effective in accounting for the variance in the women's scores tiian in the men's 
Test of Hypothesis 3 
Hypothesis 3 asked to what extent do the scores of husbands and wives on coping, 
social support and family satisfaction differ (measured by Ways of Coping. Social Support 
Index and Quality of Life instruments)? Hypothesis 3 and 4 were both tested through 
Analysis of Variance using a Sex by Time of Move ( 2 X 2 ) factorial design for each of the 
main measures. Results for Hypothesis 3 are presented in Table 17. There were no 
significant interactions between sex and time of move. 
As shown in Table 17, although there were 13 tests or subtests which showed no 
significant difference between men and women's responses, the following showed 
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significant differences. The women showedagreateruseof several types of coping 
including Positive Focus (p < .01), Social Support (p < .05). Displacement/Denial (p < 
.01)andReframing(p< .01). Although Total Social Support did not differ significantly ( 
men showed a greater overall use of social support p < .07). the men's use of coworkers 
for social support did exceed that of the women by a significant level (p<.001). Also, the 
men's use of Problem-Focused Coping was greater than that of the women's by a 
significant extent (p < .05). 
Test of Hypothesis 4 
Hypothesis 4 asked to what extent do coping skills and levels of family satisfaction 
at the different points in time after the move differ? The results in Table 18 indicate that 
only one subtest showed a significant difference between the scores of those men and 
women who had moved less than 6 months before and for those who had moved more 
than 6 months before. A significantly greater number of those who had moved less than 6 
months 
Table 17 
Analysis of Variancebetween Men and Women on AdaptabUity and Cohesion, Levels of 
Coping Skills. Social Support, and Family Satisfaction. 
Variable Mean Sum of DF Mean F Slg F 
Score Squares Square 
Family Satisfaction 
Problom-t=bcusod Coping 
Posltive-Focuaed Coping 
Self-Focused Coping 
Social Support-Coping 
Displacement/Denial 
Wishful Thinking 
H 1U.05 
F 115.31 
H 115.85 
F 116.57 
M 20,87 
F 18.62 
M 11.88 
F 14.16 
H 8.79 
F 9.00 
H 4.83 
P 5.60 
H 5.26 
P 6.66 
H 7.08 
P 8,01 
75.92 
24.34 
234.83 
21^.14 
2.21 
28.25 
87.90 
40.49 
75.92 
24.34 
2,21 
28.25 
87.90 
.307 .58 
.068 .80 
234.83 5.68 
4.45 
6.92 
,018-
2^16.14 8.76 .003' 
17 .679 
,036* 
,009^ 
40.49 2.48 .117 
VO 
Variable Sex Hean 
Score 
Sum of 
Squares 
DF Hean 
Square 
F Slg F 
Minimization M. 3.13 
3.59 
9.96 1 9.96 2.71 .101 
F 
Reframinx » 2,75 
F 3.43 
21.85 21.85 11.76 ,001*» 
Social Support- - Total H 84.44 
F 86.43 
185.08 185.08 3.30 .071 
Chiurch N 16.61 
F 16,14 
10.66 10.66 . .83 .363 
Coworkers M n.84 
F 14.46 
326.32 326.32 66.32 ,000»* 
Children n 6,87 
F 6.74 
.89 .69 .25 .615 
RolatlvcQ K 5.86 
F 5.68 
1.52 1.52 .98 .324 
Croups H 13.33 
F 13.20 
.76 .76 .37 .543 
- J 
Variable Sex Haan 
Score 
Sun of 
Squares 
DP Mean 
Square 
F Slg F 
Spouse H 5.22 
1 .^3 .54 
F 5.32 
Books-TV n 15.51 
.15.60 
.43 1 .43 .41 .522 
F 
Community M 9.20 
.34 1 .34 .26 .614 
F 9.28 
*P <,05 
H^ p <.oi 
vO 
00 
Table 18 
Tlno or 
Hove 
Variable Sum o f 
Squares 
Hean F 
Square 
Adaptabili ty and CoheaiQn 
Family Satisfaction 
Problem-Focused Coping 
Positive-Focused Coping 
Self-Focused Coplnj^ 
Social Support- Coping 
Displacement/Denial 
Wishful Think!nf^ 
^6 months 
>6 mcntha 
<6 nontha 
>6 aonths 
KS months 
) 6 months 
<6 months 
^6 months 
<6 months 
^6 months 
( 6 months 
^6 months 
^6 months 
^ 6 months 
C6 nonths 
) 6 months 
114,90 
115.33 
117.04 
20.46 
19.12 
13.54 
12.52 
9.20 
8.61 
5.43 
5.01 
5.77 
6.14 
7.47 
7.61 
10.14 
139.53 
60,29 
51.67 
16.34 
8.74 
6.11 
.86 
10.14 .04 
139.53 .39 
.29 1.94 
6.11 .48 
86 .05 
Sig F 
.840 
.534 
165 
51.67 1.84 .177 
16.34 1.27 .261 
8.74 1.38 .2i*2 
.489 
,819 
Variable Tliao of 
Hove 
Keon 
Score 
Sum of 
Squares 
DP Noon 
Square 
F Slg F 
Minimization C6 months 
)6 months 3.32 
.32 .32 .09 .770 
Reframlruf K6 months 3.25 
^6 months 2.93 
5.07 5.0? 2.73 .100 
Social Support - Total ^6 months 85.02 
^6 months 85.81 
28.21 28.21 .50 
Church < 6 months 16.39 
^6 months 16.36 
.06 .06 .00 
Coworkers ^6 months 13.27 
*)6 months I3.0^f 
2.53 2.53 .53 MB 
Children <6 months 6.66 
>6 months 6.9^ 
3.61 3.61 1.03 .311 
Relatives (6 months 5.80 
^6 months 5.74 
.1? .17 .11 .7^ *3 
Croups ^6 nontha 13.0^ 1 
} 6 months 13.^^ 
9.W 9.W U.6k .033* 
Spouse (6 months 5.2i* 
^6 months 5.30 
.15 .15 .19 .660 
o 
o 
Variable Time of 
Hove 
Mean 
Score 
Sum of 
Squares 
DF Moan 
Square 
F Slg F 
Booka-TV N 6 months 
y 6 months 
15.51 
15.59 
.31 1 .31 .30 .535 
Conmunlty N 6 months 
) 6 months 
9.12 
9.36 
2.68 1 2.68 2.04 .155 
•P<.05 
••p<.01 
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before filling out the questionnaire indicated a higher usage of special groups they belonged 
to (such as the Wves Club or Non-Coimnissioned Officers Qub) than those who had 
moved more than 6 months before (p < .05). 
Summary of Results 
1. The factor analysis on the Ways of Coping Checklist produced 8 factors which 
were used to produce the following scales; Problem-Focused Coping. Positive 
Focus/Faith. Self Focus. Social Support, Displacement/Denial, Wishful Thinking, 
Minimization and Renaming. These scales had many items in common with the scales 
derivedby both Lazarus and Vitaliano althoughneitherhadeitherthe Minimization or 
Reframing Scales. 
2. The FACES n factor analysis produced results which did not support tfie two 
independent dimensions of Cohesion and Ad^tabiUty which David Olson andhis 
associates have integrated into their Circumplex Model. Rather, the original principal 
components analysis showed that 22 of the 30 items loaded clearly onto one factor and 
Olson's results could not be duplicated even by limiting the number of factors to 2 or by 
running separate factor analyses for the Cohesion and Adaptability Scale items. It is not 
clear whether this was a result of an invalid construct or whether this result is simply a 
result of the type of subjects used in this study. Becauseof^ and a correlation of .72 
between the 2 scales, it was decided to use a total Faces score in the rest of the analyses 
which would be regarded as one dimension of internal family strengths. 
3. The factor analysis of the Social Support questionnaire produced eight factors 
which were used as the following scales: Spouse, Children. Church and Spiritual Faith. 
Qose Friends and Relatives. Co-workers and A.F., Special Groups, Community and 
Neighborhood and Other Sources such as Books and T.V. Both the total Social Support 
Score and individual scale scores were used in subsequent analyses. 
4. Family satisfaction, the dependent variable, was meaured by the Quality of Life 
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questionnaire. Factor analysis using principal components analysis produced 10 factors. 
Dropping the 10th factor vAdcti had only one item left die following nine factors: Financial 
Well Being, Time, Family Life, Neighborhood and CommuniQr, Home/Physical Space. 
Mass Media. Friends and Relatives, Employment, and Religion/Family Education. For the 
most part, the various dimensions of satisfaction with life delineated by Olson and Barnes 
weresubstantiated. 
5. In Hypothesis 1, for the husbands, the null hypothesis was rejected as pile-up of 
life events (FILE) was found to be significant and negatively correlated with mean Quality 
of Life(p< .01) accountingfor26%of the variance. When using discrepancy Quality of 
Life as the dependent variable, only the FACES discrepancy score was significantly 
correlated (p < .01). 
6. In Hypothesis 1. for the wives, using mean Quality of Life as the dependent 
variable, the null hypothesis was again rejected with Total Life Events (FILE) agam 
negativelycorrelatedwithmeanQualityof I i fe (p< .01). Other variables » ^ c h were also 
found to be significantly correlated were Displacement/Denial (Beta=-.22), mean FACES 
and Perception. Togetherthese4 variables resulted in a multiple Rof .65 andaccounted 
for 42% of the variance. Using the disoepancy (Quality of l i f e score as the dependent 
variable. Total Recent Life Events (-.37). discrepancy FACES and Reframing were all 
significantiy correlated \nth the dependent variable with a multiple R of .49 accounting for 
25% of the variance. 
7. In Hypoftesis 2, for the husbands, controlling for the influence of number of 
previous moves, years married, education, rank, number of children, ages of children, 
attitude toward Air Force, attitude toward move to new base, number of months since the 
move, wife's employment, and number of years in the service, using mean (Quality of Life 
as the dependent variable, ^ e null hypothesis was again rejected as Total Recent Life 
Events was significantly correlated (p < .001). Although the moderator variables 
individually were notsignificantly related. together(p-=.05) they produced a Multiple R of 
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.59, accounting for 35% of the variance. 
8. Using the discrepancy Quality of Life score as the dependent measure, controlling 
for the above moderator variables, neither the moderator variables or the various 
independentvariablesweresignificantly correlated. 
9. In Hypothesis 2 for the wives, again controlling for the moderator variables, two 
variables were found to be significantly correlated with the dependent measure; Total 
Recent Life Events (Beta = 52) and Sodal Support, The nuU hypothesis was thus rejected 
withmoderatorvariabiesandtheaboveindependent variables together produdnga 
multiple R of .68 \^ 1iich accounted for 47% of the variance. 
10. In Hypothesis 2, using the discrepancy Quali^ of Life score as the dependent 
measure, thefoUowingindependentvariablesweresignificantlycorrelatedaflercon^ 
for the influence of the moderator variables; Total Recent Life Events, Reframing, 
Discrepancy FACES and Self-focused Coping (*. 12). Together with the moderator 
variables, these four factors accounted for 38% of the variance with a multiple R of .62. 
11. In Hypothesis 3 the null hypothesis was rejected as significant differences were 
found between husbands and wives on 6 different variables. Wives showed a greater use 
of several ^ pes of coping including Positive Focus, Social Support, Displacement/Denial 
and Reframing. Husbands, on the other hand, showed a greater use of coworicers for 
social support and also of problem-focused coping. 
12. In Hypothesis 4, tfie null hypothesis was rejected although a significant 
difference between the individuals who had moved at different points of time was found for 
only one variable, use of Special Groups. A significantly greater number of those who had 
moved less than 6 months before filling out the questionnaire indicated a higher usage of 
special groups for soda! support 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
The major purpose of this study was to investigate to what extent the level of coping 
skills^ internal resources, social support, perception and pile-up of life events affect Air 
Force families'adjustments after relocation. The major objectives were threefold: (a) to 
assess which of the husbands' and wives' strengths and resources contributed to the 
family's adjustment to the stress associated with PCs moves, (b) to explore v^ether wives' 
levels of coping are critical to family adjustment and (c) to determine if the types and/or 
levels of coping used are significantly different at two points in time after the move. A 
secondary objective was an exploration through factor analyses of the construct validity 
for this population of four of the measures used: FACES. Quality of Life, Ways of Coping 
Checklist and Social Support Inventory. It was hoped that the results would suggest 
possible ways to intervene to alleviate the stress of moving for the military family. In 
addition, as this study was based on the Double ABCX Family Stress Model, the results 
might provide further empirical support for the model. 
This chapter presents the conclusions thathave been drawn based both on the results 
presented thus far and on the 15 interviews done with a subsample of those whose written 
results were included in the study. In addition, limitations of the study, implications for 
further research and a conclusion are included in this chapter. 
Coping Skills. Internal Resources. Social Suppoit Perception, and Pile-up 
of Ufe pyents and AdjustmentafterRelocatioq 
For both the husbands and the wives, pile-up of life events had a significant inverse 
relationship with family satisfaction. These results provide clear support for McCubbin, 
Patterson and Lavee(1985) belief in the e£fects of accumulated life stressors and strains on 
families. Thisrelationshipwassignificantevenvh^enaccountingformoderatorvaru 
which might have been expected to affect the relationship. 
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Whereas for the men. only pile-up of life events was significantly related to the 
outcome variable; for the women there were differing results. Using the mean Quality of 
Life as the dependent variable. for the wives, both family system resources and perception 
appeared to have a positive effect on the family's level of satisfaction. This is in agreement 
with the findings of McCubbin and his associates (Lavee & McCubbin. 1985; Lavee. 
McCubbin&Patterson, 1985; McCubbin & Lavee. 1985; McCubbin etal.,1985). Itmay 
be, as McCubbin suggests, that the negative effect of pile-up is somewhat buffered by 
these variables. In addition, however, the level of satisfaction for the wives was also 
negatively affected by the wive's use of the coping mechanisms of displacement and denial. 
Thus, in this case, this type of coping would be considered negative in that it appeared to 
adversely effect adjustment to the move. 
When accounting for the effects of the moderator variables, for the women, the 
results were somewhat different Again, pile-up of life events was significantly inversely 
related to satisfaction, however, family system resources, displacement-denial and 
perception were no longer significantly related, although family system resources and 
displacement-denial came close to significance. However, social support was positively 
related to satisfaction. Thus, those women who reported greater sources of social support 
were more likely to be satisfied with their adjustment after the move. Many of the items 
v^ch made up the variable of perception were contained in the moderator variables, and it 
is probable that this variable no longer contributed new information. 
It is interesting to note the differences ^ c h occurred when using the discrepancy 
satisfactionscoreasthedependentvaiiable. Predictably, the discrepancy FACES score 
was in most cases significantly related to the disoepancy satisfaction score. Thus, couples 
with large discrepancies in their satisfaction scores were more likely to show discrepancies 
in tiieir perception of family system resources. Again, for the men. this was the only 
vaiiablewhichwassignificantlyrelated to their dependentvariable. Forthewomen, 
however, in both regression variables. pile-up of life events was negatively related to the 
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dependent variable. Thus, apparently as pile-up of life events increased, the discrepancy 
between husband's and wive's scores decreased. It is unclear which direction the change 
occurred in. however, it is likely, since satisfaction was inversely related to pile-up of life 
events, that both spouses probably shared lower satisfaction scores. Curiously, for the 
women, their attitude toward leaving the previous base was positively related to their 
discrepancy satisfaction score. Thus, the more positive their attitude about leaving the 
previous base. the more likely they were to show a greater discrepancy with their 
husband's satisfaction scores. It is imclear as to v^ether their satisfaction scores were 
more likely to be higher or lower than their husbands as there was no overall difference in 
the satisfaction scores between the husbands and wives in this study. In addition, self-
focused coping showed a significant inverse relationsh^) to the discrepancy satisfaction 
score for the women. Thus, as the wives increased their tendency to use such coping 
techniques as keeping their feelings to themselves or changing something about 
themselves, their satisfaction scores were more likely to be closer to their husband's 
satisfaction score. As self-focused coping was negatively correlated with the mean 
satisfaction score (although notsignificantly), it is likely thai their satisfaction decreased. 
Coping and Family Adjustment 
As stated above, one of the objectives of this study was to explore whether, as 
hypothesized, the wive's coping skills might be critical to the A. F. families' adjixstment 
after relocation. As described above, for the regression equations, only displacement-
denial showed a significant negative correlation with fanuly satisfaction. Thus, this would 
be considered to be a maladaptive coping strategy in that inoeased usage of this style of 
coping was associated with a decrease in satisfaction with life. This would support the 
findings of several researchers ( Billings & Moos. 1984; Folkmanetal.. 1986b; Miller et 
al., 1985; Mitchell et al., 1983) ^ o found that coping styles similar to the 
displacement/denialcopingwere associated with increased emotional andsomatic 
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dysfunction. 
To further examine whether wive's coping skills might be critical, it is important to 
examine the differences found between tiie men's and women's use of coping strategies. 
As mentioned in tiie results chapter, women showed a greater use of positive focus, social 
support (from Ways of Coping Checklist), displacement-denial and reframiug. The 
husbands showed a greater use of problem-focused coping. These results support those 
previous studies mentioned which have found that males and females differ in types of 
coping used (Astor-Dubin & Hammen, 1984; Billings & Moos, 1984; Burke & Weir, 
1979; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). In several studies ( Billings & Moos, 1984; Folkman, 
Lazarus. Gnien and DeLongis, 1986a&b; Mitchell etal., 1983; Vitalianoetal., 1985), 
problem-focused coping has been negatively associated with less severe psychological 
and/or somatic dysfunction. Thus, the husband's, with their greater use of problem-
focused coping are less likely to experience emotional dysfunction. In addition, although 
one study found emotion-focused coping (similar to positive focus) to be associated with 
less severe emotional and somatic dysfunction (Billings & Moos. 1984). tiie use of 
emotional discharge andavoidance (similar to displacement-denial) hasbeenfoundin 
several studies to be associated with psychological and/or somatic dysfunction (Billings & 
Moos. 1984; Folkmaa& Lazarus. 1986; Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen & DeLongis, 1986a 
andb; Mitchell etal., 1983;). Itwould appear that the wives, with their lower use of 
adaptivecopingandhigher useof maladaptivecoping. could endanger tiie fandl/s 
adjustment to the move. In their latest studies. McCubbin and his associates 
operationalized the adaptation variable through the use of three measures(a)General well-
being (b) Satisfaction and (c) Family distress. It may be that a more global measure of 
adaptation than the one used with tius study, which would include a measure of somatic 
and psychological symptoms, would more effectively measure tiie relationship of coping 
toadaptation. 
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Adjustment, Coping and Time of Move 
As noted in the results chapter, only one difference was found between those 
individuals who moved more than six months before the time of the study and those who 
had moved less than six months before. This is somewhat surprising given the literature 
on relocation. It would be expected that the adjustments in the first several months 
foUowing the relocation would cause decreased satisfaction with life and increased coping 
skills. There are several possible explanations for the lack of differences. First, a greater 
percentage of families in the group which had moved less than six months age had moved 
closer to the 6 month time and there were only 4 respoiises from those families who had 
moved less than 5 months before. In addition, a smaller percentage of those families v/ho 
had moved most recently responded. These two factors meant that most of the families 
who answered in the most-recently moved category, had actually moved several months 
before the time of the evaluation. A study done with those who had moved within one or 
two months might show greater differences. Also, as this was a cross-sectional and not a 
longitudinal design, the two groups were different It may be that a longitudinal study 
would be more sensitive to group differences. In addition, it may be that one year is not 
sufficient for a family to have recovered from the long-term effects described by Sluzki 
(1979). 
The only difference found between the two groups was that a greater number of 
those who had moved less than 6 months before indicated a higher use of special groups 
they belonged to. It is likely that the special groups were used to coiiq>ensate for the loss 
of friends and community ties following the move. It is probable that participation in 
special groups is used as a way for Air Force members to meet new people and to feel less 
socially isolated. As tfiey begin to establish new ties and obligations, it would make sense 
that they would have less time for or need of special groups. 
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Interviews with Air Force Families 
Interviews were conducted with five couples from each of the original three groups 
although one extra couple was included for Group 2 since much of one interview was lost 
when the tape recorder malfunctioned. These families were selected from the 34 couples 
who volunteered to be interviewed on their initial consent form. Included were 6 Officers, 
4 Senior Enlisted and 6 Junior Enlisted families. A structured interview fonnat was used 
(see Appendix D) and the sessions ranged from one to two hours each depending on how 
talkative the members were and how many family members were interviewed. For 4 of the 
families, only the wife was interviewed as either the husband was unavailable or tiie 
spouses had separated (2 cases). In four families with teenaged children, the teens were 
also briefly interviewed. 
Although a few of the families felt tiiat they had encountered few problems with their 
move, mosthadexperiencedanumberof problems. The problem almost universally 
experienced was the financial hardship caused by the move. As one master sergeant 
explained it, H i e move cost me eveiy bit of savings. Because I move every 2 years, I 
never could save any money. I've figured it costs me $ 1,000 per person over what the 
A.F. gives me.' Much of the extra expense was incurred because of the cost of temporary 
living quarters. Onemanstated. "We spent 6 weeks in a motel waiting to move on base. 
Thats very common. You can count on a mwritniim of 2 weeks, but usually it's at least 4 
to6weeks.' The only military families ^ o did not incur debts were the ones who had 
saved money since their last move because they anticipated the extra expenses the next 
move would bring. The costs ranged from several hundred dollars toover$7,000forone 
officerwith 7 children. For the Jimior Enlisted personnel who had a low weight 
allowance, moving meant selling most of their possessions at a loss and replacing them at 
their next assignment 
Part of the reason for the extra living expenses was the unavailability of temporary 
living quarters (11X2) on base. Families complained because there were only 8 units 
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available and the maximum stay was 10 days. If tiie TLQ was full or tiiey had used up 
their time, these families were forced to live in motels until base housing came available or 
tiiey were able to fmd housing off base. For some families, furniture was lost, ruined or 
delayed. For tiiose coming from overseas, they had had to wait several months for tiieir 
belongings. One family was withouttheir car for 2 months. 
The Air Force has set up ? sponsor system to help new families obtain information 
prior to the move and to be welcomed when they arrive. For several families, they had 
either had no contact from a sponsor or the sponsor had sent the information packet only. 
This was especially difQcult for those families who had no friends or family already living 
in the area. 
All of the teenagers interviewed and several of the wives felt that leaving their Mends 
behind had been very difficult. One wife explained, 'Many times military families lose all 
friends from the past Sometimes you have to make an effort to hold onto long time 
friends.' One mother stated, 'As the kids get older, its harder. Friendships are more 
important and they are more involved in school. It takes about a year for the kids to blend 
in again.' Another seasoned wife shared. It 's more difficult starting with no &iends. 
You're anxious at the same time the kids are. You belong nowhere. It takes a couple of 
months to a year you hate i t It's a process.' One long-time A.F. wife had 
experienced sudi difficulty with tius particular move that she sought counseling after 
coping by shutting herself in the house and closing herself off from otiiers. Onehusband 
had increased difficulties with his ulcer. One wife had taken up smoking again. One 
teenage boy had seen a psychobgist because of move-related problems. 
The families had used a variety of coinng strategies to help to adjust to the move. 
Several stressed organization and the necessity to prepare ahead such as planning so that 
housing and transportation would be available and saving money for the move. Otheis felt 
tiiat it was in4)ortant to find out about tiie area, before tiie move if possible. To help witii 
tiie familiarization process, after arriving, they take short trips to familiarize tiiemselves 
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with the area. In addition, they asked neighbors for recommendations for dentists, 
hairdressers, etc. Many stressed the need to ask for help if they needed it. Several felt 
that it was important to get settled in quickly so that the new house would 'feel like home.' 
Mothers of young children feh that this was especially helpful. Several wives stressed the 
necessity of actively seeking new friends by joining churches or chibs as soon as arriving. 
One mother added thatshe had learned it was important to take time to say goodbye. She 
said,'I learned the hard way that leaving without saying goodbye was harder later.' 
Over half of the families stressed that they had coped by concentrating on having a 
positive attitude about the move. They did this by accepting things as they happened or by 
trying to focus on the positive aspects of the move. One mother explained, 1 look at it as 
an adventure. It h e ^ make changes seem desirable.' Another added, 1 try to view travel 
as a challenge and an opportunity to learn.' One Senior Master Sergeant siunmed it up by 
saying. The mind set is 80% of it If you want to go, it's good. If you don't, it's 
terrible.' Several mentioned thatprayer and their religious faith had been helpful. Others 
stressed the need to talk things over with the family and reducing tension by working 
together or allowing for the extra stress experienced by family members. 
Families varied as to whathad been the most helpful overall in hearing them to adjust 
to the move. For those who were able to have a house-to-house move, this was most 
helpful. It reduced the extra costs and hassles considerably and decreased the time it took 
to feel settled. There were 4 families who experienced this type of move. Several others 
felt that their past experience was most helpful. One Senior Enlisted OfiBcer explained, 
'Because we've had so many moves, we expected problems and knew when to expect 
them. I f s not as bad as ^ e n they're unexpected. You're more prepared to respond. ' 
For several families, having friends already in the area had been most helpful The friends 
had helped out when necessary and also provided a ready-made social group. 
For the most part, the families, although disliking a few things, generally liked Hill 
AFB and the Utah area. Mostcommonly mentioned were the scenery and the recreational 
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activities available. Feelings about the climate were mixed. All of the families with 
children except for one disliked the schools in Utah. They complained of overcrowding 
and of the schools being behind in curriculum. In addition, several of the families had had 
difOculty adjusting to the Mormon influence in Utah. The complaints ranged from their 
children not feeling accepted at school to disliking having the stores closed on Sundays. 
The only major complaint about the base was the hospital ^ Mch was almost universally 
critidzedfor disorganization and inadequate fadUtiesv^choftenmeantdifficulty 
appointments and long waits for appointments and medication. Three of the Senior 
Enlisted Officers disliked their jobs. ITiey felt that at Hill AFB, they received little 
recognition or responsibility compared to other bases. They felt this was caused by the 
base being dominated by officers and civilians. One Senior Master Sergeant ended with 
'An awful lot of chiefs have retired since we've been here.' 
Interestingly, the husbands mterviewed frequentlydtedjobdemandsasbeingthe 
main Air Force Stressors. These ranged from long working hours (one airman worked 60 
to 70 hours weekly with no overtime because of the shortage of airplane mechanics) to the 
difficulties of having to learn new jobs or switch to new careers within the Air Force. 
Otiier stressors mentioned by botii husbands and wives were the separations, moving, 
frequent TDY's (one man was gone for up to 3 weeks per month). Wives included loss of 
friends, distance ftom family and 'Home', and difficulties in pursuing education or 
careers. One couple in wbidi both members were Air Force personnel felt that separate 
assignments were a major stressor for dual career families. One young A.F. woman spent 
6 months apartfrom her husband and finally, during her 7th month of pregnancy, was 
allowed to transfer to join her husband but had to pay for her own move. 
Families had mixed opinions on how helpful they felt that the A.F. was with the 
move. Although several felt that the A. F. did nothing to help, those sources most 
recognized were 1) giving the husband time offto help with the move 2) temporary 
housing 3) the availability of household necessities through the Family Service Center and 
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4) providing sponsors and travel allowances. Most families felt that the Air Force could 
help more effectively by 1) providing more temporary housing or making housing more 
readily available so that the long waits could be avoided 2) paying tiie members more to 
offset the costs of the moves and 3) increasing the effectiveness of the sponsor program. 
Several cited the differences between what the military and what corporations and dvil 
service pay for moves including realtor costs and temporary living costs, and sometimes 
flying the couple to the new location to locate housing prior to the move. 
Limitations 
There are a number oflimitations recognized with this study. Fnst, although the 
sample was randomly selected from all those who moved to Hill AFB within the past year, 
those who agreed to participate in the study were volunteers. Although the available 
sample did not appear to differ according to rank (and thus socio-economic status and 
education), the sample is likely to be biased somewhat because of differences from those 
who chose not to participate. To improve the rate of volunteering and thus limit the amount 
of bias, the request for volunteering to participate in this study was first made by a letter on 
Family Life Departmentletterhead and volunteerswerepaidabonus to compensate them 
for the time taken. 
Second, the study was based on self-report data and self-report data are accurate only 
tothedegreethattheselfperceptionsoftheparticipantsareaccurate. Toensuiethat 
participants did not distort data because of demand characteristics, they were assured of 
anonymityandconfidentiality. 
A third limitation of this study is tiie correlational design. This design restricts 
interpretation of the data as one omnot assume a cause and effect relationship but can say 
only that a relationship exists. Another criticism directed against correlational studies is 
that they attempt to break down complex behavion into simpler components (Borg 8L Gall, 
1979). The Double ABCX model of family stress and adaptation is very con )^lex and it is 
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likely that multiple regression does not adequately explain the relationship between the 
variables. Recently. McCubbin and his associates have expanded this model further and it 
is now called the T-Oouble ABCX Model of Fanuly Adjustmentand Adaptation 
(McCubbin & Thompson, 1987), thus introducing even more variables. As the T or 
Typology factor appears to be largely based on Olson's Circumplex Model, this researcher 
questions the validity of this portion of the model. It may be that techniques such as path 
arudysis or structural equation modeling will permit researchers to examine simultaneous 
relations among the variables in the model, to differentiate between direct effects and 
indirect effects and to rule out spurious effects. 
A fourth lunitation applies to the generalizabihty of ^e results of this study. The 
target sample were A.F. personnel at Hill A.F.B. who had moved within the past year. 
Although this base is comparable to other stateside Air Force Bases, the increased number 
of stressors overseas make generalizability to overseas personnel difficult In addition, 
other branches of the military which differ in levels of education and ratio of enlisted men 
to omcers make generalizability to all military personnel difficult 
Perhaps the greatestlimitations involve the mstnmientation and also the difGculties of 
obtaining a true family measure. Most questionable is the measurement of family 
adaptation. AlthoughOlsonandhisassociatesarguethatfaimlysatisfactionreflectsthe 
mood and happiness with the overall functioning of the family, it is unclear whether this 
adequatelymeasurestheglobalconceptof family adaptation. Including further measures, 
as did Lavee and McCubbin (1985) who included family satisfaction, psychological and 
physical well-being and evidence of family distress as a composite measure of adaptation 
insures that the concept IS more global but increases the risk of confounding the variables, 
especially elements measured by FILE, the pile-up of life events. 
And the problem of how to obtain a true family measure remains unsolved. As 
pointedoutby Fisher (1976,1982), an individual family member's response to a 
questionnaire or scale is not necessarily representative of how that family operates. As 
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noted by Olson and his associates (Barnes & Olson, 1985), frequently rather low levels of 
agreement are found between the reports of members within a given family. It is not clear 
u^ether t h « e differences represent measurement error or different realities of each family 
member. As Barnes and Olson point out. The existence of such discrepancies presents a 
considerable methodological challenge. One of the crucial questions is how to reconcile the 
varying reports of family members into some kind of imified score that might represent the 
family as a unit without obliterating the distinctions between them' (p. 442). This study 
used mean and discrepancy scores for two of the variables and individual scores for the 
other variables. Lavee. McCubbin and Patterson (1985) attempted to solve this difficulty 
by using the husbands' data for pretravel strains and family distress and the wive's data for 
postairival hardships, family life events, and family cohesion and adaptability. For aU 
other measures, the collected data from both family members and used mean family scores. 
There was no rationale given for this method of measuring the family. I t is clear that the 
problem of assessing multiple family members and obtaining a meaningful family level 
analysis remains an important methodological issue. 
Implications for Further Research 
The results of this study suggested several areas \ ^ c h could be explored or clarified 
through future research. Hrst, though it appears that the Double ABCX family stress 
model has been substantiated through correlational studies, withoutexperimental studies, 
causal relationships cannot be established. Experimental studies which examine each of the 
variables in the model which appear to be significant, could help to detemune if, indeed, 
there is a causal relationship. 
Second, it has been suggested by McCubbin and his assodates that the negative 
effectsof pile-up of life events are buffered by perception and by adaptation and cohesion. 
One further way to test this assumption might be to split those who had experienced a high 
number of life events into two groups, those with high satisfaction and those with low. By 
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examiniEg the differences between the two groups, it might be possible to discover 
variables which work to buffer the effects of pile-up. 
Third, the results of this study suggest that husbands and wives are affected 
differently by relocation and that their level of satisfaction is affected by different variables. 
These results, along with the differences between husbands and wives found in coping 
styles, adds support to Boss, McCubbin and Lester's (1979) contention that individual 
psychological variables need to be considered along with system 
.variables in the development of family stress theory. Massey (1986) in his 
discussion of what constitutes the family system, also warned against obscuring the 
dynamics of individual members of the system. Given the problems mentioned above 
regarding the measurementof thefamily. itisdearthat further research regarding effective 
ways to achieve a meaningful family level analysis are important problems for future 
researchers to study. These results suggest that individual psychological variables must be 
considered along with system level variables. Thus, the results of this study support 
Fisher's (1982) assertion that 'there is a ciying need for meaningful, multidimensional 
family assessment^  (p. 319). 
Fourth, the results of this study suggest that A.F. wives's coping might be critical to 
satisfaction and also that the wives, in general, might be less well adapted because of their 
lower usage of problem-solving coping and Ihdr mcreased usage of displacement and 
denial. An experimental study done wtiich incorporates a coping skills training component 
such as the one designed by Brown (1975,1980) would be an effective way to determine 
a causal relationshq) and a possible way to buffer the impact of the stress of military life. 
Last, although this study did not show clear differences between groups at different 
pxnnts of time after the move, it is not clear based on methodological weaknesses and 
problems with the sample, v^ether tfiese differences do not exist. A longitudinal study 
vdiich can examine the same group at different points in time would be an effective way for 
future researchers to examine this problem. 
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Conclusions 
It is clear from this study that pile-up of life events has a significant and negative 
impact on couple satisfaction. Both the husbands* and wives' level of relational 
satisfaction remained unchanged even when accounting for moderator variables which. 
theoretically, wereexpectedtoaffectthe relationship. 
In addition, the level of couple satisfaction, as assessed from the family satisfaction 
measure, is influenced differently for husands and wives. For husands. the only variable 
to relate significantly with satisfaction was pile-up of life events. The level of satisfaction 
for wives, however, was influenced by family system resources, perception, social support 
and the use of the ego defense mechanisms of displacement and denial. Complicating this 
result was the fact that the two outcome measures used, mean family satisfaction and 
discrepancy satisfaction, showed differentrelationships with the independent variables 
used. Thus, itappears an effective family-level measure would need to incorporate not 
only mean scores, but would also need to take into account the discrepancy between their 
scores. 
The challenge to maintain an acceptable level of mutual satisfaction is complicated by 
the fact that the level of satisfaction is affected differentially for males and females. This 
situation increases the necessity for couples to acquire and utilize commiinication and 
empathyskillsinordertoenhancetheirunderstandingofoneanotfier. Although the 
question as to whether or not such communication and empathy exists in militaiy couples is 
yet to be ascertained, it can logically be simnised that as stress increases, communication 
and empathy decrease. 
Related to the above conclusion is the fact that only one coping strategy was 
significantly related to couple satisfaction; namely, displacement and denial. As previously 
indicated, displacementand denial were used to a greater extent by the wives and resulted 
in maladaptive coping. Thus, the overreliance on these ego defense mechanisms in 
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abiliQr to adjust to the move. While it may be true that wives* use of positive-focused 
coping and social support could partially moderate this effect, in general, the wives appear 
to be less able to cope with the stresses associated with relocation than do their husbands. 
Overall, it can be concluded that military couples experiencing high levels of stress 
and strain are likely to Ond it a constant challenge to maintain an acceptable level of 
relational satisfaction. It is clear that Air Force life is stressful in general and that 
relocations add to this stress. It is remarkable that so many families aie able to adapt to the 
Air Force lifestyle and able to cope with the many challenges i t presents. It is hoped that 
rather than conclude that there is no need for change, the Ai r Force will instead view this as 
a reflection of the spirit and capabiliQr of the men and women who comprise the Air Force 
family and will draw on their experiences to help those who are adapting less successfully. 
Implications for Air Force Interveptions 
The r^ults of this study and the supporting interviews with Air Force families 
illustrate the stressful nature of life in the military in general and of relocations in 
particular. They are in agreement with Bowen's (1984) conclusion that many Air Force 
families are experiencing high levels of stress. Due to Bowen's other finding that family 
satisfaction with Air Force life has an effect on mission capability by increasing readiness, 
improving job morale, increasing family support of the member's commitment to the Air 
Force, and increasing levels of retention, it is in the best interests of the Air Force that 
they address ways to alleviate the stress of moving. 
Qeariy, moving is a significant financial stzessor for military families. One way that 
the military can reduce tiie financial strain is to reduce the frequency of moving. This may 
be addressed indirectly by a recent Air Force decision to move personnel only %^en 
necessary (Ginovsky. 1988). Although this policy was made based on shortages of 
transportation money, it wi l l aid Air Force families by causing them to have to bear the 
extra costs of moving less frequently. The Air Force could also help families to experience 
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less financial distress by paying families an amount which will more fairiy compensate 
them for extra expenses. Also, they could provide more temporary quarten which could 
provide temporary housing at lower cost than in a regular motel. 
The Air Force has done much to provide added support for families including the 
opening of Family Support Centers (FSC) Air Force wide. Bowen's (1984) 
implementation and evaluation of the four prototype Family Support Centers showed that 
the FSC has become an integral part of the base human service delivery system, especially 
for married members and civilian spouses. Recently, the Air Force has increased services 
provided by the FSC including job placement programs for spouses, family crisis referral 
services and volunteer bureaus (Dalton, 1988b). Richard E Carver, the A.F. assistant 
secretary for manpower and reserve affairs, is focusing on the FSC as 'a means by which 
the A.F. can step up to what are some of the key qualiQr-of-life issues' (Dalton, 1988b. p. 
24). 
One of the services included in the FSC model is relocation assistance. Given the 
results of this study, it appears that many families and especially the wives, could benefit 
from relocation assistance. It was apparent from the interviews that many of the senior 
service members no longer experienced moves as stressful because they had learned from 
the experience of pastmoves, thus learning both to anticipate problems and to plan ahead 
so as to avoid problems encountered in earlier moves. A program which would provide 
educational seminars before relocation could discuss problems and teach problem-solving 
techniques to prevent families from having to learn from past mistakes. This would be 
espedaUy useful to junior persoimel who had not experienced a number of moves. Using 
seasoned Air Force spouses would provide this program with credibility and acceptance. 
Inaddition, aprogramafterrelocation could provideanumberof functions: to help 
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acquaint newcomers with base and area resources and information, to provide newcomers 
with a list of groups and activities which could help to alleviate the loneliness experienced 
in the first few months after the move, and to teach coping skills training so that more 
adaptive strategies could be used. 
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AppendixA 
Letterof Authorization to ConductSurvey 
I3fa 
D E P A R T M E N T O F T H E A I R F O R C E 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S 2 0 4 9 T H A I R B A S E C R O U P ( A F L C ) 
H I L L AIR F O R C E B A S E . U T A H 8 d O S 6 
CC OCT 
Authorization to Conduct Survey 
Mrs Mary 01 sen 
Authority is hereby given for you to conduct your survey on the effects of 
relocation-related stress on military famil ies . This approval is contingent 
on the Air Force receiving a copy of your results and conclusion. Hy s taf f 
agencies are prepared to render a l l possible assistance in helping you to 
complete this survey. Good luck with this survey and in future endeavors. 
JOSEPH H, BAHAGUA 
Colonel, USAF 
Commander 
ILTCC - Cilditit 0{ the 7let0space Otcm 
13" 
AppendixB 
Letter from Utah State University 
13S 
U T A H S T A T E U N I V £ R S I T Y • L O G A N . U T A H 8 4 3 2 2 
C O L L E G E OF FAMILY L I F E 
O E P A H r M E N r O F 
HxjMAtt O E V E L O P M E w r 
UMC 79 
During the next few weeks, you will be contacted by telephone or 
mail and asked i f you would be willing to participate in a research 
study concerning the effects of moving on Air Force famil ies . The study 
Is being conducted by Mary Olsen. an Air Force widow who is a Utah State 
University doctoral student working with us. 
The purpose of the study is twofold: 1) to discover in what ways 
families are affected by moving, and 2) to discover what helps families 
to cope successfully af ter the move. 
Your name has been randomly selected to represent a group of Hill 
Air Force families who have moved during the past year. Thus, your 
input Is very important. 
Both you and your spouse wil l be asked to f i l l out questionnaires 
covering several factors found to affect adjustment to stress In families 
To show appreciation for the time you take to complete t h i s , a bonus of 
$10 will be paid to each couple who complete the questionnaires within 
the week. 
Ue feel that this study is worthwhile and urge you to participate. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely yours, .— 
D. Kim Opefrstia< Ph.D. Elwin C- Nielsen, Ph.D. 
Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, 
Family & Human Development, Psychology 
Coordinator, fUrriage & Family 
Therapy 
OKO/slc 
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Appendix C 
Cover Letter 
1 4 0 
Mary C- Olsen 
52 158th PI. s.£. 
DoUevue. VA. 98008 
(206) 7^*6-9681 
Dear 
Ourlns the last two we«k3. jrou recelTcd a letter froo Dr. Kin 
Openahav aod Or. dwln Nielsen of Utah State Unlvaraity explalolcg that 
you had been solected to represent HUl Air Porea faallloa who have aoved 
here durlos the past year. I hope that you v U l eooalder paxtlclpating 
io this research project. Enclosed are tha questlonoalres which you 
wlU need to cosplete I f you consent to JolnlAs tho study. As explAloed 
i n the letter you received, the aajor purpose of this study I s to exaaliie 
the effects of aovtoc on Air Ebrce families. Tbo results should provide 
valuable UforBaUoo about ways to help faoUles who have d l f aeu l t l e s 
la adjusting to ICS soves. 
Your participation In this research i s s t r ic t ly voluntary and a l l 
lAfoTBatloB w i l l be kept confidential. In fact, unless you f i l l In 
tho blank requesting willingness to bo intervieved, no Identifying 
lAfozBAtloa w i n be requestad on the survey foms that you w i l l be asked 
to coaplete* 
Answering aU of the foms ahonld take no longer than two bours since, 
even though thoze appear to ba oaoj pages, each qoeatiofiflalxe zequLres you 
to aerely circle oz check o f f iteoa. Since aa Inportant part of this study 
la to include infoznation troa both the husband and vlfa ao as to eoaslder 
a l l ' factors which contrlbuta to adjuatcaat to PCS aoves. each of you w i l l 
need to f i l l out a sat of auBationnalres. Ibe set narked with the H codas 
are for the husbands and tha V codes for the vivea la tbs study. 
Please read the inatrucUoos at tho top of each focm carefully. I t Is 
very laportaat that you answer every itea. I t l a loportant that you answer 
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the quuutLormaires within the next few weeks au one o f the solectLon factors 
was tho tlmo since your oove. You nay return the oaterlals by oall usLn ;^ 
the enclosed address sticker and I w i l l rclohurse you the aailln^; costs. 
Or. I f this Is Inconvenient and I have not heard froa you In two weeks, 
my assistant Kary Doty (752-6690) w i l l contact you by telephone to 
arrange a pick up tlac. To shou ay appreciation for your participation, 
an Incentive bonus of $10 Mill be given to a l l couples Mho coaplete the 
questionnaires I n tho required t lce. 
At the conclusion of the study, I would be happy to mail a brief suiuary 
report. I f you would like a copy, please indicate so at the bottom of this 
l e t t e r . Also, ouch valuable infonaatlon can be gained froa Individuals who 
would be wi l l ing to give a core detailed personal interview of about an 
hour. I f you wotOd be willing to participate i n such an interview, please 
Indicate th is belov or contact Louise Taxr (77 -^^ 2**). Lotdsc Is an Air 
Force wife who has agreed to conduct the interviews since I had to aove 
before recelvlBg f i n a l Air Force pemisslon for oy study. 
Thank you very ouch for your participation i n this project, rour holp 
w i l l a id i n the understanding of A.F. f a o i l i e s ' reactions to PCS ffloves. 
Sincerely yours, 
Kary C. Olsen 
CONSENT 
Ve have read the above aad agree to participate In this stuly. 
NAME DAIE WAKE DATE 
IHTEaVIEW 
I would be wlUlDg to participate I n a personal Interview. Yes No 
You can reach ao at the following niaben 
SUMKARY 
I would Uko to have a sxaaary seat to aei Yes No 
Please sand I t to the following addresai ^ . 
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Structured Interview 
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STRUCTURED INTERVIEW 
1. How long ogo did you move here? 
2. How much odvonce notice did you hove before the move? 
3. Where did you come from? How long were you stotioned there? 
4. How did you feel obout leoving your lost bose? 
5. Hove you lived in this oreo before? 
6. How did you feel obout coming to Hill Air Force Bose? At present, how 
do you feel about being here ot Hill Air Force Base? 
7. What do you like obout HAFB? Whot do you dislike obout it? 
8. Whot sorts of problems did you encounter because of this move? 
9. What coping behoviors worked best in responding to these problems? 
10. What coping behaviors did not work well ond why? 
11. Which member of the family adjusted best to the move? Worst? 
12. What was the most helpful overall in adjusting to the move? 
13. How did this move compare to prior moves? 
14. Whot hos the Air Force done to help with the move? 
15. Whot more could the Air Force do to moke moves less stressful? 
16. What coping behoviors would you recommend to other Air Force 
families prior to, during ond after o move? 
17. What are the four most important stressors of Air Force life? 
18. Families are continually struggling to achieve a sense of bolance and 
fit with the Air Force and its lifestyle. We call this odoptation. Do 
you feel thot you have adopted to the Air Force lifestyle? Why? 
19. Whot hove you done to help you to odopt? 
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20. What has the Air Force done to help you to odopt? 
21. What con the Air Force do os o community to help with odoptotion? 
22. Do you hove ony further information which would be useful or helpful 
in regard to this study? 
23. Do you hove ony questions obout this study? 
24. What are your feelings about this study? 
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ACS 2. SSX 3. 
DMn- 21 
a - 30 
31 - ^ 
+ 
R a l e 
P«a&le 
U . S . 
far East 
^ Europe 
Other 
t/odor 2 
2 - 5 
6 - 1 0 
' 16 • 
RAgK OP KUSBAWD 
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Senior Qi l i s t ed 
O f f i c e r 
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W i m P I o r TKAHS 
2 ssayicB 
0 - u 
5-10 
U - 15 
16-20 
20 • 
SAKE OP WIPE 8 . 
? . ( l f A.P. aeaber) 
Junior S n l l s t a d 
Senior Bci l lated 
O f f i c e r 
Sot Appl icable 
waam OF TURS 
IH SESVICS 
0 -
5 -
U 
10 
• 15 
1 6 - 2 0 
20 «• 
9. maffim op mgvioos 
WAHRIACB3 
0 
1 
2 
3* 
10. mwBm OP 
CHIlPaHl 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
u . icss or CHiuaBH 
STTLL AT BOHS 
12. BA£5 
^ _ aucfc 
^ Ozleatal 
Hlapaaic 
. I^hllo 
Other 
13. SDXAnOH 
Leaa than 12 y s a r a 
High School Graduata 
Seao college 
b c h e l o r ' e Degree 
GradiBt^t Dralxdng 
1<». CaCERAL HKALTH 
. Very Paor 
Poor 
Fair 
Good 
. BDcaUeat 
15. ESUCIOM 
" C a t h o U c 
JewlBh 
P r o t e s t a n t 
HoTBoa 
Other 
16. gam or iwyioaa 
ICVK3 
0 
1 
2 
3 
• 4 
5 
17. K » lOMC ACQ BP 
tPg KOTg TO HIU 
oaier ft Months 
- 5 - 6 aoaths 
9 - 1 2 •oaths 
12 aoatha • 
i f l . n » ' 3 JOB 19. vire-a JOB 
A t m BDT8 
P u l l H a s 
Part lUo 
Casaployod 
Hot AppUeable Net appUcable 
Type o f Job l»pa of Job 
BETOBS H O n 
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Of?lOCRAPlfIC DATA 2 -
iO, HOW DID YOU reSL ABOUT LEAVENC 
YOUR PREVIOUS BASE _0B HPXE? 
Very negative 
Negat ive 
«ixu-d enotlons 
Neut ra l 
P o s i t i v e 
Very positive 
S . HOW DID you fEgL ABOUT MOVITO TO HILL A.T.B.? 
Very negative 
Negative 
. Nixed enotlons 
Neutral 
Positive 
Very Positive 
22. row LONG DID YOU KKOV ASOITT THE 
HOVE BEFORE HOVrWS? 
Less than one nonth 
2 - 3 nonths 
4 - 6 ttonths 
Over 6 months 
23.. WHERE DO YOU LIVE WJi l 
On Base 
Apartnent 
Rent a house 
Own a hou5t 
2i*. rov MUCH PREVIOUS EXPOSURE DID 
YOU HAVE TO UTAH? 
Hone 
Have v i s i t e d Utah boloi?» 
Have l i v e d here before 
25- Dm YOU ifflW ANYOHE HERE? 
Ko one 
_ Close relatives 
Distant relatives 
Ftlends 
26. HOT WOULL= YOU DESCRIBS TOUR mOTIOHAL Zf^ WHAT I S TfOUR ATnTODS TOWARD THE A.F.? 
AIXJUS'mEHT TO T>e MOVE? Very Good 
Very Good Good 
Good f ^ i r 
Ffelr Rjor 
Poor Very Poor 
_ Very Poor 
2fl' VHAT FACTORS HAVE HELFEP TOtJ TO ADJUST TO l l f f i WOVE TOE HOST? 
29. VHAT VAS HARDEST ABOITT ITS HOVE? 
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Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales SPACES ID 
P L E A S E NOTE: 
Copyrighted materials in this document have 
not been filmed at the request of the author 
They are available for consultation, however 
in the author's university library. 
These consist of pages: 
149-150 
152-153 
155-156 
158-161 
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Appendix G 
Family Inventpry of Life Events and Changes (FILE) 
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Appendix H 
Quality of Life Scale 
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Appendix I 
Ways of Coping Checklist fRevised) 
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Afjpendix J 
Social Support Inventory 
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165 
Appendix K 
The demopraphicbreakdown bvrank for service members was as follows: Age- The 
junior enlisted members had 5 members under 21 years of age. 42 ages 21 - 30 years and 
11 members 31-40. The Senior Enlisted had 12 members 31-40 and 1 member 41 or 
above. Of the officers. 6 were 21-30. 15 were 31-40and 3 were4I or above. Time in 
service- Of the junior enlisted members, 17 reported 0-4 years, 29 reported 5-10 years, 6 
ll-15yearsand 5 16-20 years in service. Of the senior enlisted officers. 2 reported 11-15 
years of service time, 6 16-20 years and 5 more than 20 years. The officers were more 
spread out with I reporting 0-4 years of service time, 9 5-lOyears, 7 ll-15years, 6 16-
20 years and 1 over 20 years. All of the service members except one junior enlisted were 
bom in the U.S. 
Marriage' Manyofthejuniorenlistedmemberehadbeenmarriedashorttimewith 
19 members reporting under 2 years in the present marriage. 20 married 2 - 5 years. 15 
married 6 -10 years. 3 11 -15years and only I over 15year5. The Senior Enlisted had 
been married longer with 1 memberreporting2- 5years. 3 married 6-10 years. 5 
married 11-15 years and 4 over 15 years. The officers were distributed as follows: 1 
married under 2 years, 4 2-5 years. 6 6-10 years. 7 11-15 years and 6 over 15 years. 
Most of the j unior enlisted members (48) reported no previous marriages with 8 having one 
previous marriage and 2 having 2 previous marriages. Nine of the senior enlisted members 
were in their first marriage with 4 members having been married once before. Al l but one 
of the officers (23) were in their first marriage. 
Children- Aboutathird(18)ofthejuniorenlistedreportedhavingnochildren 
with 15 members having one child, 16 having 2 children. 7 having 3 children. I having 4 
children and 1 over 4 children. Of the senior enlisted members only 1 had no children. 2 
had one child. 8 had 2 children. 1 had 4 children and 1 had over 4 children. Three officers 
reported no children, 3hadlchild,6had2children, 7had3children, 3had4 children 
and 2 had over 4 children. This finding of 22 couples with no children contrasted with the 
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original A.F. printout whichshowed that only three members without children had been 
selected and that of these three. only one had rq^Iied. Since 22 couples answered that they 
had no children, it was surmised that ihe number of children given in the Air Force list 
was based on number of dependents claimed for income tax deductions and not actual 
number of children. About half (47.4%) of the service members reported having 
children under 4 with 31 junior enlisted members, 2 senior enlisted and 12 officers. About 
half (45.3%) also reported having children from 5-12 living at home with 20 junior 
enlisted, 7 senior enlisted and 16 officers. There were far fewer teenagers reported 
(17.9%) with 3 junior enlisted, 7 senior enlisted and 7 officers having children in this age 
range. 
Race- Most ofthe service members were Caucasian (87.4%) with 47 junior 
enlisted. 13 senior enlisted and 23 officers. 5 jimior enlisted were black, 3 were Hispanic, 
2 were American Indians and I was other than the above. One officer was American 
Indian. Educatioij. As expected, the officers were more highly educated with 2 reporting 
somecoUege, 6 a B. A. degree and 16 graduate training. Of the senior enlisted members, 1 
had a high school education, 10 had had some college, 1 had a 6. A. degree and 1 had 
graduate training. Three of the junior enlisted members had less than 12 years of education 
with 23 reporting a high school degree, 30 reporting some college, 1 a B. A. degree and 1 
some graduate training. 
Health- Most of the service members reported their health as being good or 
excellent with only one senior enlisted member rating himself as having fair health status. _ 
Religion- The jimior enlisted members had 15 Catholics, 17 Protestants, 10 Mormons, 
and 16 other. The senior enlisted members had 4 Catholics. 7 Protestants and 2 other. 
The officers had 9 Catholics, 8 Protestants, and 7 Mormons. 
Moves- Several of the junior enlisted members (5) reported no previous moves 
with 11 having I previous move. 12 2 previous moves, 7 3 previous moves, 8 4 
moves and 15 more than 4 previous moves. All of the senior enlisted members reported 
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more than 4 previous moves. Of the ofGcers. 3 had moved twice previously. 2 had 3 
previous moves, 3 had 4 previous moves and 16 more than 4 moves. More of the junior 
enlisted members had moved more than 6 months ago (32) with 26 reporting the move to 
Hill was less than 6 months before.. The senior enlisted members had 5 members who had 
moved less than 6 months before and 8 more than 6 months. Fifteen of the officers had 
moved less than 6 months before with 9 moving more than 6 months before. 
Notice Before Move- The largest number of aH ranks had 4-6 months notice before 
the move (43.2%). Of the junior enlisted members. 17% reported receiving under one 
month's notice, 22% 2-3 month's notice, 39% 4-6 month's notice and 22% over 6 
month's notice. The senior enlisted members had greater advance notice as a rule with no 
members receiving under one month's notice, 1 reporting 2-3 month's notice, S with 4-6 
month's notice and 4 with over 6 month's notice. The officers were more spread out with 
3 receiving less than 1 month's notice. 4 2-3 month's notice, 11 4-6 month's notice and 
6 with over 6 month's previous notice. 
Previous Exposure to Utah- About half (47%) of the A. F. members had had no 
previous exposure to Utah. The junior enlisted members showed the lowest numbers with 
previous exposure with 56% reporting no previous exposure, 18% reporting having visited 
Utah and 26% having lived i ' l Utah before. About half (46%) of tlte senior enlisted 
members had no previoui exposure to Utah with 23% having visited Utah before and 31% 
having lived there before. Of the officers, only 38% had had no previous exposure to Utah 
with 3 3% reporting having visited before and 29% having lived there before. 
Supports When Moving- The junior enlisted members had the fewest supports 
when moving to Hi l l with 52% reporting that they knew no one when arriving at Hill, 20% 
with close relatives nearby, 2% with distant relatives and 26% with fnends there. The 
senior enlisted members had the highest number of close relatives nearby (62%) with 23% 
reporting they knew no one and 15% reporting they had Mends at Hill. Of the officers, 
33% knew no one when arriving at Hill , 42% had close relatives nearby, 4% had distant 
16S 
relatives and 21 % had friends. 
AtiitudeaboutMove- Half of the officers felt positive (8) or very positive (4) about 
leaving their prior base with 12 reporting mixed emotions. Likewise, 6 of the senior 
enlisted felt positive. 1 veiy positive. 5 mixed emotions and just 1 very negative about 
leaving the prior base. Several of the junior enlisted felt very negative (5) or negative (3) 
about leaving their prior base with 12 reporting mixed emotions, 7 a neutral attitude. 20 a 
positive and 11 a very positive attitude. About half (29) of the junior enlisted members f elt 
positive or very positive about moving to Hill A.F.B. with 8 reporting a neutral attitude, 12 
experiencing mixed emotions, and 3 with negative and 6 with veiy negative attitudes about 
moving to Hill. In contrast, none of the senior enlisted personnel or officers reported 
negative attitudes about moving to Hill with 9 senior enlisted reporting positive or very 
positive attitudes. 2 with mbced emotions and 2 with neutral feelings. Of the officers, 21 
had positive or very positive attitudes about the move with 3 reporting mixed emotions. 
EmotjonalAdjustment- Most of the military members reported either very good or 
good emotional adjustments to the move. Of the junior enlisted members. 33% reported 
very good adjustment, 41% good, 21% fair. 3% poor and 2% very poor adjustment The 
senior enlisted members were more positive with 3 8% reporting very good adjustment. 
39% good and 23% fair. The oCQcers also were more positive with 37% reporting very 
good adjustment, 46% good and 17% fair adjustment to the move. 
Location of Homes- Most of the junior enlisted members lived either on base 
(31 %) or in apartments (33%) with 17% living in rental houses and 19% living in their 
own houses. About half (46%) of the senior enlisted members lived on base and about 
half (46%) lived in their own houses with one member (8%) living in a rental home. In 
contrast, most (63%) of the officers owned their own homes with 29% living on base, 4% 
in apartments and 4% in a rental home. 
Attitude Toward Air Force- The officers had a more positive attitude about the 
A.F. in general with 46% reporting a very good attitude, 37% a good attitude and 17% a 
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fair attitude toward the A.F. The senior enlisted were for the most part positive with 23% 
reporting a very good attitude, 54% good, 15% fair and 8% poor. The junior enlisted 
members were slightly more negative with 28% reporting a very good attitude. 45% good. 
17 fair. 8% poor and 2% very poor. 
Wife Working' A difference between enlisted persormel and officers was also 
noted in the report of the wife's working before and after the move. The junior enlisted 
members had 57% working fu l l or part time before the move and 53% after the move. The 
number unemployed was 29% before the move and 40% after with 14% before and 7% 
after ranked as not applicable(i.e. full time housewives). Of the senior enlisted members, 
77% reported their wives working full or part time before the move and only 39% after the 
move. The number unemployed jumped from 15% before the move to 46% after and the 
not applicable was 8% before and 15% after. In contrast, of the officer's wives.only 46% 
were reported working fu l l or part time before the move and 34% after the move. The 
increase in unemployed was from 37% before the move to 54% after with 17% and 13%" 
rated as notapplicable. 
Wives- Finally, the wives of the Air Force members reported 13% under 21 years 
of age, 48% 21-30. 37% 31-40 and 2% over 40. Most (80%)werebornin the U.S. with 
11% bom in the Far East, 4% in Europe and 5% insome other place. A s f o r r a ^ most of 
the wives (82%) were Caucasian with 3% Black, 9% Oriental, 1% Hispanic, 1% American 
Indian and 4% other. For religion, most of the wives were either Catholic (30%) or 
Protestant (32%) with 16% Mormon and 22% other. Of educationahchievement 12% 
had less than 12 years of school. 29% had a high school level of education, 46% had some 
coUege, 8% a B. A. degree and 5% had some graduate training. Most of the women 
rated their healthas excellent(39%) or good(55%) with 5% rating their health as poor and 
1% as very poor. 
Like the men. most of the wives were in their first marriages (86%) with 13% 
reporting one previous marrige and 1% 2 previous marriages. Of the number years m the 
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present marriage, 21 % had been married under 2 years. 26% 2-5 years. 24% 6-10 years. 
17% 11 -15 years and 12% more than 15 years. Twenty three percent of the wives had no 
children 22% had one child. 31% had 2 children. 14% 3 children, 6% 4 children and 4% 
more than 4 children. About half (46%) of the wives reported having children 4 or under 
living at home. 46% had children ages 5-12 at home and 20 % had children 13 or older at 
home. 
Most of the wives had moved before with only 15% reporting no previous moves. 
12% one move. 21% 2 moves, 8% 3 moves, 15% 4 moves and 29% more than 4 previous 
moves. About half (48%) of the subjects had moved less than 6 months before and 52% 
had moved more than 6 months before. About half (45%) reported a positive or very 
positive attitudeabout leaving their prior base with 7% reporting neutral feelings, 39% 
mixed emotions, 4% a negative attitude and 4% a very negative attitude. A similar number 
(47%) felt very positive about moving to Hill although there were 10% reporting neutral 
feelings, 29% reporting mixed emotions and 8% with negative and 6% with veiy negative 
attitude about moving to Hi l l . The majority of the women (65%) feh that they had made a 
very good or a goodemotional adjustment to the move with 23% reporting a fair 
adjustment. 10% a poor adjustment and 2% a very poor adjustment 
About half(56%) of the wives had had no previous exposure to Utah with 18% 
having visited Utah before and 26% having lived there before. Similarly, abouthalf (52%) 
knew no one for support in Utah before the move while 26% had close relative, 2% distant 
relatives and 20% friends in Utah. Most of the wives (75%) had a very good or good 
attitude about the A.F. while 18% had a neutral attitude, 6% a poor attitude and l%avery 
poor attitude. 
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